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Page  14,  lirst  word  of  the  19th  line  from  top.  for  •  come"  read  caim 
Same  page,  29th  line,  for  •'  that"  read  of. 
Page  27,  14th  line,  read  v'os.  before  '-'but." 
Page  37,  4th  line,  omit  "  to"  after  "^s." 
Page  40,  28th  line,  for  "  Gnothe"  read  GnofM. 
Page  45,  2d  line,  for  '-'opposition"  Tea.d position. 
Page  60,  37th  line,  for  "mark"  read  ivork. 
Page  62,  7th  line,  for  "within" read  wiiJi. 
Page  65,  28th  line,  for  "  us"  read  as. 
Page  68,  40th  line,  for  "friend"  re&d Jieitd. 
Page  71,  in  lines  27  and  32,  for  the  figure  "  2"  read  question. 
Page  80,  29th  line,  for  "  pablication"  read  publication. 
Page  81,  19th  line,  for  "  Independents"  read  independent. 
Page  83,  12th  line,  place  a  dash  after  the  word  '-doctiinefe,"  and  omit  die 
comma  after  the  w^ord  "whispers." 
Page  82.  24th  line  for  "habit"  read  habet. 
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TO   THE   READER. 


To  a  person,  sensible  of  his  own  frailties,  the  field  of  religious 
disputation  can  never  be  enviable  ground.  While  all  concede  the 
importance  of  "  earnestly  contending  for  the  faith  once  delivered  to 
the  saints,"  yet,  such  are  the  inherent  defects  of  our  nature,  that  in 
the  discharge  of  this  grand  and  solemn  duty,  the  smallest  number 
of  those  who  have  undertaken  the  task,  have  been  able  to  succeed  so 
happily,  as  to  present  the  truth  unalloyed,  and  free  from  the  mixture 
of  their  o\vn  prejudices  or  passions.  If  such  be  the  case  in  the 
more  important  department  of  Polemick  Theology,  where  results 
the  most  serious,  to  the  spiritual  interests  of  mankind,  are  involved, 
and  impose  checks  and  guards  to  hold  in  arrest  the  grosser  elements 
in  the  human  composition,  how  much  more  does  he  hazzard  on 
this  score,  the  arena  of  whose  contest  spreads  over  a  space,  in  which 
tenets  and  facts  are  alike  controverted  1  Considerations  like  these 
should  chasten  the  pride  of  the  heart,  and  lead  the  Christian  dispu- 
tant to  keep  an  humble  watch  upon  his  own  spirit,  as  with  an  eye 
lifted  up  to  Heaven  for  counsel  and  strength,  he  attempts  to  grasp 
the  truth  firmly  in  his  hand,  and  to  profier  it  to  his  fellow  men  for 
their  acceptance. 

The  reader  will  find  in  the  following  pages  a  controversy  between 
"  An  Independent  Presbj'terian,"  and  "  A  Member  of  Bethel  Pres- 
bytery," growing  out  of  an  article  found  in  the  Minutes  of  Bethel 
Presbytery,  as  published  last  spring  in  the  Charleston  Observer. 
Some  short  time  after  the  publication  of  the  Minutes  of  Presbytery 
a  communication  appeared  in  the  same  paper,  over  the  signature  of 
"  An  Independent  Presbyterian,"  controverting  the  position  which 
the  Presbytery  had  assumed  in  regard  to  the  Independents  and  their 
doctrines.  This  piece  drew  forth  a  reply  from  "  A  Member  of 
Bethel  Presbjiiery,"  vindicating  the  position  taken  by  the  Presby- 
tery. The  reply  was  then  answered  by  the  Independent,  and  his 
answer  was  responded  to  by  the  Member   of  Presbytery ;    all  of 


IV, 

which  the  reader  will  find  as  he  advances.  At  this  stage  of  the 
business,  the  Independent  writer  felt  it  due  to  the  claims  of  the 
Church  and  of  truth,  to  go  more  fully  into  a  defence  of  the  side 
which  he  had  espoused  in  the  contest,  and  forwarded  to  the  Editor 
of  the  Observer  his  third  communication,  with  a  notice  of  his  pur- 
pose to  continue  until  he  should  bring  his  defence  to  a  close.  But 
to  this  the  Editor  objected,  and  refused  to  give  the  debate  a  place  in 
his  paper  any  longer,  as  will  be  seen  in  its  proper  place.  Thus  shut 
out  from  the  public  Press,  the  Independent  has  felt  it  his  duty  to 
take  up  the  whole  matter^  in  due  order  from  the  beginning,  embra- 
cing the  Correspondence  ON  BOTH  SIDES— all  the  Editor's 
remarks  on  the  subject — and  the  close  of  his  own  defence,  and 
throwing  all  into  pamphlet  form,  to  present  it  in  this  dress  for  the 
consideration  of  a  judicious  public.  An  Independent  Presbyterian 
entertains  the  belief,  that  should  the  reader  find  in  the  style  of  his  re- 
marks, ev'^en  many  things  to  offend  a  well  refined  taste,  he  will 
nevertheless,  as  a  compensation  in  part,  meet  with  that,  which, 
should  he  give  the  pamphlet  an  impartial  perusal  throughout,  will 
conduct  his  mind  to  a  knowledge  of  the  truth  in  the  question  now 
submitted  to  his  examination,  and  the  decision  of  his  deliberate 
judgment — and  this  is  all  the  writer  wishes — all  he  asks. 

York  District,  Jan.  9thj  1844. 


THE  PRESBYTERY  OF  BETHEL, 


AND 


THE  INDEPEiNDENT  PRESBYTERIANS. 


Remarks  hy  the  Editor  of  the  Observer. 

The  subjoined  communication  from  "  an  Independent  Pres- 
byterian," needs  what,  we  presume,  will  be  freely  given  when 
required,  the  name  of  the  writer,  to  entitle  it  properly  to  a 
place  in  our  columns.  Yet  we  give  it,  that  the  members  of 
the  Presbytery  of  Bethel — as  by  the  late  act  of  the  Assembly 
they  are  made  the  sole  judges  in  the  premises — may  have  all 
the  light  on  the  subject  which  is  afforded  by  existing  facts. 
"  The  Gospel  Plan"  of  William  C.  Davis,  the  founder  of 
these  Independent  Presbyterians,  was  examined  by  the  Gene- 
ral Assembly  of  1810 — we  believe  fully,  and  fairly,  and  im- 
partially examined — and  the  result  was,  that  the  Assembly 
did  "judge  and  declare  that  the  preaching  or  publishing  them, 
(the  doctrines  in  the  Gospel  Plan,)  ought  to  subject  the  per- 
sons so  doing,  to  be  dealt  with  by  their  respective  Presbyteries 
according  to  the  discipline  of  the  Church  relative  to  the  pro- 
pagation of  errors."  Now,  if  these  errors  be  not  renounced — 
if  the  "Gospel  Plan"  of  Wilham  C.  Davis,  be  still  regarded 
as  sacred  and  orthodox  by  these  Independent  Presbyterians, 
the  Presbytery  of  Bethel  will  not  be  ready,  we  presume,  to 
give  them  that  welcome  which  they  seem  prepared  to  do  by 
their  late  proceedings. 

We  have  every  confidence  in  the  Presbytery — in  their  pru- 
dence, soundness,  zeal,  and  charity ;  and  we  publish  this 
communication  in  order  that  they  may  have  the  light  upon 
the  subject  which  it  affords. 

Editor  of  the  Observer^ 


For  the  Charleston  Observer. 

Mr.  Editor^ — In  perusing  the  minutes  of  Bethel  Presbyte- 
ry, as  published  in  the  Observer  of  April  29th,  I  was  sorry 
to  find,  in  a  preamble  preceding  certain  resolutions,  the  fol- 
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lowing — "  Whereas  we  have  good  grounds  to  believe  that  the 
body  of  people  known  by  the  name  of  Independent  Presby- 
terians, have  renounced  the  original  doctrinal  errors  for  which 
their  founder  was  severed  from  the  Presbyterian  Church,"  &c. 

That  part  of  the  preamble  above  quoted  is  calculated  to 
mislead  and  abuse  the  public  mind,  while  it  does  great  injustice 
to  the  people  in  reference  to  whom  it  was  framed.  How  the 
Rev.  Presbytery  came  to  learn  that  the  Independent  Presby- 
terians have  renounced  the  doctrines  preached  and  published 
by  their  founder,  I  am  entirely  at  a  loss  to  know ;  and  indeed 
I  can  hardly  conjecture  by  what  well  managed  artifice,  a 
body  so  intelligent,  and  whose  location  is  so  favorable  to  an 
acquaintance  with  the  Independents,  could  have  been  be- 
trayed into  the  belief  of  a  statement  so  utterly  destitute  of  a 
foundation  in  truth.  The  only  change  which  has  taken 
place  in  the  distinctive  views  of  this  body  of  people,  within 
the  last  thirty  years,  is  that  found  in  the  remodeling  of  their 
Form  of  Church  Discipline,  and  concerns  Discipline  alone. 
Their  doctrinal  views,  so  far  from  having  been  renounced, 
either  in  the  pulpit,  in  their  church  councils,  or  from  the  press, 
are  at  this  day  the  same  doctrines  which,  for  many  years  past, 
have  been  before  the  public,  in  Mr.  Davis'  Gospel  Plan,  and  in 
his  Lectures  on  the  New  Testament,  and  which,  in  a  theological 
point  of  view,  are  esteemed  and  held  forth  by  the  Independent 
Presbyterian  Church,  as  in  their  judgment  containing  a  scheme 
of  sound  divinity,  and  from  which  they  have  never  hereto- 
fore felt  or  manifested'a  wish  to  depart. 

If,  whilst  the  Independent  people  steadfastly  adhere  to  the 
same  doctrines  which  they  honestly  embraced  at  the  first, 
and  teach  and  delight  in  still,  the  Presbyterian  Church  can 
find  reason  to  own  and  fellowship  them,  as  a  regular  and 
orthodox  body  of  Christians,  I  doubt  not  but  that  on  the 
ground  of  candid  and  honorable  Christian  neighborhood,  this 
people  would  rejoice  to  meet  their  brethren,  (more  nearly 
allied  to  them,  in  many  respects  perhaps,  than  any  others 
with  whom  I  am  acquainted,)  and  take  them  to  the  bosom  of 
their  affectionate  fellowship. 

This  course  they  feel  bound  from  the  most  weighty  con- 
siderations, to  observe  towards  every  genuine  branch  of 
Christ's  church,  and  from  my  knowledge  of  them,  I  can 
vouch  for  their  readiness  to  make  good  in  deeds  all  that  they 
profess  in  loords. 

As  a  friend  to  truth,  and  as  a  lover  of  all  that  is  frank  and 
honorable  in  the  intercourse  of  Christian  societies  with  each 
other,  I  felt  myself  impelled,  Mr.  Editor,  on  reading  the  arti- 
cle in  the  Minutes  of  Bethel  Presbytery,  to  which  I  have 
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alluded,  to  ask  a  place  iny  our  columns  for  the  foregoing  re- 
marks; and  trust,  that  whil^  I  would  see  justice  done  to  the 
denomination  of  which  I  am  a  member,  I  am  equally  anx- 
ious to  witness  all  the  branches  of  the  Christian  Church  pros- 
pering under  the  even-handed  distributions  of  equity,  and  the 
gifts  and  graces  of  the  Divine  Spirit. 

An  Independent  Presbyterian. 


■  Audi  alteram  partem." 


"  Hear  the  other  side,"'  is  always  a  safe  rule.  Our  corres- 
pondent, "A  Member  of  Bethel  Presbytery,"  gives  good  rea- 
sons for  the  favorable  regard  in  which  that  Presbytery  hold 
the  Independent  Presbyterians. 

Editor  of  the  Observer. 


Reyly  to  the  foregoing  Communication. 

Mr,  Editor^ — in  the  Charleston  Observer  of  June  3d, 
which  has  just  come  to  hand,  I  find  an  article  signed  "  An 
Independent  Presbyterian,"  in  which  the  writer  denounces  as 
"  utterly  destitute  of  foundation  in  truth,"  what  Bethel  Pres- 
bytery state  they  have  "good  grounds"  to  believe,  viz :  that 
"the  Independent  Presbyterians  had  renounced  the  doctrinal 
errors  for  which  their  founder  was  severed  from  the  Presby- 
terian Church,"  and  intimates  his  astonishment  that  Bethel 
Presbytery  could,  even  by  a  '•  well  managed  artifice,"  have 
been  brought  to  believe  it  true. 

There  is  something  pervading  this  piece  that  is  well  calcu- 
lated to  offend,  but  the  writer  of  this  reply  is  not  disposed  to 
take  offence  ;  he  will,  therefore,  pass  the  offensive  matter  by, 
and  proceed  to  the  object  he  has  in  view,  which  is  simply  to 
give  the  "  grounds"  of  the  belief  of  Bethel  Presbytery,  (so  far 
as  he  is  acquainted  with  them,)  and  thus  set  the  Presbytery 
right  before  the  readers  of  the  Observer.  It  will  appear  from 
these  grounds,  that  if  they  have  erred  in  the  opinion  which 
they  express  themselves  as  favoring,  they  have  erred  inno- 
cently— nay,  necessarily.  And  in  publishing  the  minute  in 
question,  they  certainly  did  not  intend  to  do  "  injustice  to  the 
people  in  reference  to  whom  it  was  framed ;"  in  the  ivhole  of 
their  action  in  the  case,  they  thought  of  nothing  but  justice 
and  kindness. 

The  only  data  by  which  the  belief  of  any  religious  de- 
nomination can  be  determined,  is  the  acknowledged  Standard 
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of  Faith  of  the  denomination.  We  are  not  to  inquire  what 
views  individuals  of  the  denomination  entertain  or  exhibit ; 
we  must  consult  their  Book  or  Confession  of  Faith.  And  if 
a  more  recent  edition  of  their  Book,  published  by  the  authori- 
ty of  their  whole  Church,  teaches  doctrines  inconsistent  with 
those  of  a  previous  edition,  or  inconsistent  with  those  even  of 
the  founder  of  the  sect,  we  must  of  necessity  and  in  all  can- 
dor believe,  that  they  have  departed  from  former  views  ;  and 
that,  too,  although  such  departure  be  not  specifically  noted  in 
the  book.  These  principles  are  so  obviously  correct,  that 
they  scarcely  need  to  be  stated. 

Now,  in  the  year  1839,  the  Independent  Presbyterians  pub- 
lished, by  the  authority  of  their  whole  Church,  as  it  now 
exists  in  this  country,  a  Book,  containing  their  "Creed"  or 
"  Confession  of  Faith."  This  Creed  embraces  but  one  of  the 
errors  of  Mr.  Davis,  condemned  by  the  General  Assembly  of 
1810.  Of  the  rest  of  the  errors,  some  are  not  at  all  adverted 
to  in  the  Creed  ;  others  are  palpably  contradicted  hy  itj  and 
all  are  inconsistent  with  it. 

The  error  embraced  is  the  1st  in  the  category  of  the  Assem- 
bly. As  condemned  by  the  Assembly,  it  is  this,  viz :  "The 
active  obedience  of  Christ  constitutes  no  part  of  that  righteous- 
ness by  which  the  sinner  is  justified."  The  doctrine  contain- 
ed in  their  creed  is  thus  expressed — Art.  5.  p.  92 :  "The  Lord 
Jesus — 'humbled  himself  and  became  obedient  unto  death, 
even  the  death  of  the  Cross,'  by  the  sufferings  of  which  he 
made  a  full  atonement  for  sin  ;  and  purchased  an  everlasting 
inheritance  in  Heaven  for  all  that  the  Father  hath  given  him : 
hence  the  one  sacrifice  of  Christ  upon  the  Cross  is  the  atone- 
ment for  sin,  and  the  meritorious  cause  of  our  justification 
and  acceptance  with  God."  It  must  in  candor  be  confessed 
by  the  writer  of  this  piece,  that  he  recognizes  what  is  taught 
in  this  article  as  being  the  error  condemned  by  the  Assembly. 
There  are  some,  however,  who  believe  that  if  that  error  be 
here  contained,  it  is  expressed  obscurely,  if  not  ambiguously. 
Such  is  the  opinion  of  an  intelligent  friend  with  whom  the 
writer  conversed  to-day.  "The  sentence  is  ambiguous,  to  say 
the  least  of  it,"  said  he,  "for  the  'sufferings  of  Christ  upon  the 
Cross,'  in  the  full  sense  of  the  term  embraces  his  humiliation — 
the  term  being  employed  only  in  the  sense  of  the  consiunma- 
tion  of  his  humiliation — and  his  humiliation,  of  course,  in- 
volves his  active  obedience;  the  active  obedience  of  Christ, 
therefore,  even  by  this  article^maY  be  a  constituent  of  the  atone- 
ment, which  is  'the  meritorious  cause  of  our  justification  and 
acceptance  with  God."  But  be  this  as  it  may,  this  error,  if  it 
be  here  taught,  being  as  It  is,  alone,  solitary,  isolated,  is 


THE  INDEPENDENT  PRESBYTERIANS.         V 

wholly  innoxious  ;  for  however  important  it  may  be  in  The- 
ology, it  can  be  shown,  that  being  alone^  it  is  wholly  inopera- 
tive in  practice. 

The  2nd  doctrine  condemned  by  the  Assembly,  viz :  "That 
obedience  to  the  Moral  Law  was  not  required  as  the  condition 
of  the  covenant  of  works," — appears  no  where  in  their  creed, 
nor  is  it  in  any  form  alluded  to.  As,  therefore,  there  is  no 
doctrine  of  their  Creed  that  involves  it,  it  must  be  regarded  as 
rejected  by  them,  or,  at  least,  as  not  being  necessary  to  their 
system. 

The  3d  doctrine  is  this :  "God  himself  is  as  firmly  bound 
in  duty  (not  obedience)  to  his  creatures,  as  his  creatures  are 
bound  in  obedience  (or  duty)  to  him  ;  and  God's  will  is  not 
the  standard  of  right  and  wrong."  The  Assembly  did  not 
"decide  that  these  sentiments  are  contrary  to  our  Confession 
of  Faith,  but  they  considered  the  mode  in  which  they  are  ex- 
pressed as  unhappy,  and  calculated  to  mislead  the  reader." 
But  the  error  to  which  the  phraseology  might  lead,  is  carefully 
guarded  against  in  their  Creeds  ;  for  in  Art.  7.  p.  93,  it  is  said, 
"Holiness  is  a  special  command  of  God  ;  'Be  ye  holy,  for  I  am 
holy.'"  This  is  the  only  reason  assigned  or  hinted  at,  in  the 
whole  Creed,  why  holiness  is  obligatory  upon  man.  "God's 
will,"  therefore,  according  to  the  Creed,  "is  the  only  standard 
of  right  and  wrong." 

Doctrine  4  :  "God  could  not  make  Adam  or  any  other  crea- 
ture either  holy  or  unholy."  The  meaning  of  which,  I  ap- 
prehend to  be,  that  no  creature  can  be  regarded  either  as  holy 
or  unholy,  till  he  puts  forth  moral  action  of  some  type  ;  and 
that  action  originating,  perhaps  in  his  own  will  without  influ- 
ence from  God.  But  in  Art.  4,  p.  91,  of  their  Creed,  Adam  is 
represented  as  being  in  "the  estate  of  innocency  and  hoHiiesSj 
before  he  ate  the  forbidden  fruit."  (The  eating  of  the  forbid- 
den fruit,  or  the  mental  exercise  that  leads  to  it,  is  the  first 
moral  act  of  x4dam  of  which  we  have  any  knowledge.)  Adam's 
descendants  are  represented  as  being  "by  the  imputation  of  the 
guilt  of  his  sin,"  not  only  "in  a  state  of  condemnation,"  but 
also  "of  depravity. ^^  Art.  7,  p,  93,  says :  ^^ Holiness  is  wrought 
in  us  hy  the  Holy  SpiritJ^  I  understand  not  any  of  this  lan- 
guage if  it  be  consistent  with  the  error  condemned. 

Doctrine  5  :  "Regeneration  must  be  a  consequence  of  Faith, 
Faith  precedes  Regeneration." 

Doctrine  6:  "Faith  in  the  first  act  of  it,  is  not  a  holy  act." 

These  are  regarded  as  standing  or  falling  together.  They 
appear  not  in  any  shape  in  the  Creed.  Moreover,  the  prece- 
dency of  Faith  to  Regeneration;  was  retracted  by  Mr.  Davis 
himself,  in  his  Preface  to  his  Lectures  on  the  New  Testament. 
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He  assigns  as  his  apology  for  having  erred  in  this  respect,  that 
he  misapprehended  the  term  Regeneration—he^  with  most 
other  Divines — as  he  states. — having  understood  by  it,  "the 
change  from  sin  to  holiness,"  i.  e.  as  appears  more  clearly  from 
the  tenor  of  his  writing,  what  we  understand  by  the  term 
sanctification.  "Therefore,"  says  he,  "all  the  arguments 
brought  forward  (in  the  'Gospel  Plan,')  to  prove  and  demon- 
strate that  Faith  is,  in  the  order  of  the  Gospel,  prior  to  Regen- 
eration, are  predicated  on  this  common  opinion,  l\\i\X  regenera- 
tion is  the  renewing  of  the  heart,  a  change  from  sin  to  holi- 
ness, (sanctification.)  The  force  of  all  these  arguments  was 
levelled  against  the  old  received  opinion  that  a  sinners  heart 
must  be  changed  and  renewed  from  a  state  of  sin  in  which  it 
is  by  nature,  and  made  holy,  (sanctified,)  before  he  can  believe 
in  Christ."  "However,  the  error  in  the  Gospel  Plan  does  not 
in  the  least  alter  or  affect  the  arguments  brought  forward  as 
to  the  priority  of  faith  to  regeneration,  because  the  subject  of 
dispute  was  not  the  name^  but  what  we  all  understood  by  it. 
Only  substitute  the  scriptural  name,  renewing  or  renovation 
(sanctification)  in  the  room  of  regeneration,  and  the  arguments 
stand  in  full  force ;  for  renovation,  or  the  renewing  of  the 
heart,  (sanctification,)  was  what  was  understood  on  both  sides 
of  the  question,  by  the  word  regeneration,  and  the  author's  er- 
ror lay  wholly  in  giving  this  change  of  heart  a  wrong  name." 
He  then  explains  his  present  understanding  of  regeneration, 
and  the  relation  of  faith  to  regeneration.^  thus :  "What  the 
scriptures  mean  by  regeneration^  and  by  the  phrases  horn  of 
God,  and  horn  again,  is  all  that  work  of  grace  on  the  heart  of 
a  sinner  which  convinces  him  of  guilt  and  danger,  and  enables 
him  to  behold  Christ  freely  offered  to  him  in  the  Gospel,  and 
which  is  finally  completed  in  the  act  of  faith,  by  which  he 
closes  in  with  Christ  as  his  only  Saviour.  In  short,  regenera- 
tion is  that  work  of  the  spirit,  by  which,  as  Christ  says,  the 
Father  draws  a  sinner  to  him  ;  and  whenever  the  sinner  is 
drawn  to  Christ,  he  is  regenerated,  or  begotten  again."  To 
this  no  Calvinist,  I  presume,  will  object.  (See  Lectures  on 
the  New  Testament,  Prefoce,  pp.  10  and  11,  with  the  refer- 
ences there  noted.) 

Doctrine  7  :  "Christians  may  sin  wilfully  and  habitually," 
was  disapproved  of  by  the  Assembly,  as  being  unguardedly 
expressed — expressing  more,  perhaps,  than  the  author  meant. 
It  was  condemned  hypothetically,  i.  e.  on  the  supposition  that 
it  was  designed  to  teach  "that  a  person  niay  live  in  an  habitu- 
al and  allowed  sin,  and  yet  be  a  Christian."  This  construc- 
tion is  as  pointedly  controverted  by  the  Creed  as  by  the  As- 
sembly, for  Art.  7,  p.  93,  says,  "Holiness  is  di  principal  part 


THE  INDEPENDENT  PRESBYTERIANS.        11 

of  salvation  ;  it  is  the  radical  evidence  of  saving  faith  ;  it  is 
a  consequence  of  an  interest  in  Christ,  and  qualifies  us  for  the 
enjoyment  of  God.  No  man  can  be  saved  without  holiness. 
It  is  not  the  condition  of  our  salvation,  but  a  constituent  part 
of  the  salvation/^  (fee. 

Doctrine  8  :  "If  God  has  to  plant  all  the  principal  parts  of 
salvation  in  a  sinner's  heart  to  enable  him  to  believe,  the  Gos- 
pel Plan  is  quite  out  of  his  reach,  and  consequently  does  not 
suit  his  case  ;  and  it  must  be  impossible  for  God  to  condemn  a 
man  for  unbelief,  for  no  just  law  condemns  or  criminates  any 
person  for  not  doinor  what  he  cannot  do."  This  doctrine  is 
regarded  as  being  dependent  on  that  of  the  precedency  of  faith 
to  reo-eneration  :— According  to  Mr.  Davis'  former  view,  that 
regeneration  is  sanctification.  Sanctification  is  what  is  meant 
in  this  doctrine  by  jnHncipal  paj'ts  of  salvation ^  With  the 
retraction  of  the  precedency  of  faith,  therefore,  this  doctrine 
must  fall. 

It  may  be  proper  to  remark,  however,  that  to  tfie  uninitiated^ 
Doctrine  8,  may  seem  to  teach  the  plenary  ability  of  man  to 
loork  out  his  own  salvation ; — a  doctrine  alt02:ether  inconsis- 
tent with  their  Creed.  For  instance,  it  is  said  in  Art.  7,  p.  93, 
"Holiness  is  a  principal  part  of  salvation,  and  is  wrought  in 
us  by  the  Holy  Ghost  f^  i.  e.  ''- God  plants  it  in  the  sinnefs 
heart.''''  Again,  in  Art.  I,  p.  95,  the  doctrine  is  maintained 
that  salvation  is  wrought- — not  by  man's  ability,  but — in  con- 
sequence of  "particular  election  to  salvation,  according  to  God's 
own  sovereign  will  and  unchangeable  purpose  from  eternity," 
et  passi?7i. 

Thus,  Mr.  Editor,  I  have  cursorily  compared  the  present 
standards  of  the  Independent  Presbyterians  with  the  errors  in 
question.  I  think  it  is  evident  that  the  two  are  not  consistent, 
but  palpably  contradictory. 

But  do  the  Independents  preach  the  doctrines  of  their 
standards,  or  the  errors  of  Mr.  Davis  7  Some  of  the  mem- 
bers of  Bethel  Presbytery  have  frequently  heard  them  preach. 
The  writer  of  this  article  has  frequently  heard  them,  and  he 
now  candidly  and  positively  avers,  so  far  as  he  can  avouch, 
that  he  has  never  heard  any  of  these  errors  broached  in  their 
preaching  ;  but  he  has  heard  from  them  the  pure  doctrines  of 
the  Gospel,  as  Presbyterians  understand  it.  There  should 
then,  be  no  surprise  that  Bethel  Presbytery  should  adopt  the 
opinion  they  express  themselves  as  favoring.  I  wonder  if 
there  would  not  be  great  complaint,  (certainly  there  would 
be  just  ground  for  it,)  should  Bethel  Presbytery  pertinaciously 
maintain,  in  the  face  of  all  this  evidence,  that  the  Indepen- 
dents still  adhere  to  the  errors  in  question  ! 
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But,  the  substance  of  this  opinion  is  no  new  discovery  ;  nor 
is  the  opinion  peculiar  to  Bethel  Presbytery.  So  long  ago  as 
1839,  shortly  after  the  publication  of  their  Creed,  a  writer  in 
the  Charleston  Observer,  of  Nov.  16th,  (who  is  understood  to 
be  a  distinguished  divine  of  the  Presbyterian  Church ;  who 
holds,  and  then  held,  an  important  post  in  that  Church,  and 
who  is  in  no  way  connected  with  Bethel  Presbytery,)  makes 
this  statement;  viz :  "  In  the  North-east  part  of  this  State,  and 
in  the  adjoining  portion  of  North  Carolina,  there  are  now, 
and  have  been  for  more  than  twenty  years,  several  churches 
and  congregations,  united  as  a  denomination,  called  the  Inde- 
pendent Presbyterian  Church.  As  to  forms  of  worship  and 
ordinances,  they  are  entirely  similar  to  those  of  our  own 
Church.  Their  Confession  of  Faith  is  highly  orthodox  and 
Calvinistic,  substantially  identical  with  our  own.  The 
Churches  had  their  origin  in  a  secession  from  our  denomina- 
tion, occasioned  by  some  Presbyterial  proceedings  against  the 
late  W.  C.  Davis,  in  consequence  of  his  adopting  some  doc- 
trinal notions  inconsistent  with  our  Standards.  During  the 
lifetime  of  Mr.  Davis,  the  churches  in  his  connexion  adhered 
to  his  peculiar  doctrine.  But  recently  these  associated  church- 
es have  adopted  a  Confession  excluding  those  peculiar  views. 
These  statements  I  give  from  authentic  information.  I  have 
carefully  read  the  Confession  of  Faith  and  Form  of  Govern- 
ment of  this  denomination,  and  have  repeatedly  attended 
upon  the  preaching  of  several  of  their  ministers,  whom  I 
consider  among  the  most  devoted,  able,  and  orthodox  ministers 
in  the  State.  I  therefore  make  these  statements  advisedly, 
and  am  prepared  to  substantiate  them  if  necessary." 

I  dismiss  the  subject,  Mr.  Editor;  but  I  cannot  conclude 
without  tendering  to  you  my  acknowledgments  for  the  "con- 
fidence" you  express  yourself  as  reposing  "in  the  prudence, 
zeal,  and  charity  of  Bethel  Presbytery." 

A  Member  of  Bethel  Presbytery. 


Editorial. 


The  "  Independent  Presbyterian."  whose  second  communi- 
cation we  insert  to-day,  seems  not  yet  to  be  satisfied  with  the 
explanation  given  in  behalf  of  Bethel  Presbytery,  by  one  of 
its  members.  But  it  seems  to  us  that  the  decision  of  the 
General  Assembly  of  1810,  in  relation  to  the  "  Gospel  Plan" 
of  Wm.  C.  Davis,  renders  it  necessary  that  the  one  or  the 
other  should  retract.  For,  after  reviewing  the  work  in  which 
eight  doctrines  are  noticed — several  of  which  that  Assembly 


THE  INDEPENDENT  PRESBYTERIANS.         13 

did  declare  to  be  contrary  "to  the  Confession  of  Faith  of  the 
Presbyterian  Chnrch,"  they  add,  ''In  several  other  instances, 
there  are  doctrines  asserted  and  advocated,  as  have  been  al- 
ready decided  contrary  to  the  Confession  of  Faith  of  onr 
Church,  nnd  the  Word  of  God,  which  doctrines  the  i^ssembly 
feel  constrained  to  pronounce  to  be  of  very  dangerous  ten- 
dency ;  and  the  Assembly  do  judge,  and  liereby  do  declare,  that 
the  preaching-  or  publishing  them  ought  to  subject  the  person 
or  persons  so  doing,  to  be  dealt  with  by  their  respective  Pres- 
byteries, accordinof  to  the  discipline  of  the  Church  relative  to 
the  propagation  of  errors." 

Now.  if  the  '•  Gospel  Plan"  of  Mr.  Davis  is  still  retained 
and  believed  by  the  Independent  Presbyterians,  in  its  objec- 
tionable features,  or  what  to  the  Assembly  of  1810,  seemed  to 
be  its  objectionable  features,  we  cannot  see  how  Bethel  Pres- 
bytery can  make  any  overtures  of  union  at  all.  Nor  do  we 
believe  they  would  have  done  it,  but  from  a  full  persuasion 
that  there  had  been  a  virtual,  if  not  a  formal  retraction  of  the 
condemned  errors.  It  often  happens  that  good  men  are  ex- 
ceedingly reluctant  to  acknowledge  that  their  opinions  have 
undergone  any  change — or  that  they  have  deviated  at  all  from 
the  foundation  principles  of  their  order — whereas  the  perfect 
identity  of  principles  between  the  present  and  former  genera- 
tion, is  of  far  less  frequent  occurrence  than  is  generally  sup- 
posed. If,  however,  the  union  can  be  effected,  without  coni- 
promiting  any  essential  doctrine  of  our  Church,  the  event  is 
very  desirable.  For  it  is  questionable  whether,  as  a  denomina- 
tion, we  have  not  lost  a  portion  of  our  strength  and  influence 
by  divisions  upon  unessential  points. 

Editor  of  the  Observer. 


Answer  to  the  'preced'mg  Re'ply. 

For  the  Charleston  Observer. 

Mr.  Editor^ — In  the  Observer  of  June  17th.  your  corres- 
pondent, who  subscribes  himself  "A  Member  of  Bethel  Pres- 
bytery," considers  the  piece  containing  my  renjarks  on  the 
statement  in  the  minutes  of  Presbytery,  relative  to  the  Inde- 
pendents, "well  calculated  to  offend." 

I  assure  your  Correspondent  the  piece  was  not  written  in 
the  spirit  of  bitterness  and  angry  denunciation,  but  with  feel- 
ings of  an  honest  sorrow,  that  what  the  writer  believed  to  be 
a  misrepresentation,  should  emanate  from  so  respectable  a 
source ;  and  as  regards  the  terms  in  phraseology,  should  the 
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offensive  ''  something"  be  in  them,  I  confess,  Mr.  Editor,  the 
evil  with  me  was  unavoidable ;  for  I  knew  of  no  better  way 
than  to  call  things,  as  I  understood  them,  by  their  real  names. 
If,  after  all,  the  "matter"  complained  of  is  well  calculated  to 
offend,  this  should  not  be  imputed  to  me  as  a  fault.  I  did  not 
make  it;  I  found  it  in  what  I  conceived  to  be  existing  facts, 
and  aimed  at  nothing  more  than  to  present  those  facts  in  plain 
and  intelligible  terms,  for  the  consideration  of  all  concerned. 
If  in  this  I  have  erred,  I  feel  conscious  that  it  was  an  error  of 
the  judgment,  and  not  of  the  heart. 

/  The  "grounds"  on  which  the  Bethel  Presbytery  rest  their 
belief,  and  form  their  opinion,  in  regard  to  the  renouncement 
in  question,  may,  according  to  the  showing  of  your  corres- 
pondent, have  been  so  entirely  satisfactory  to  themselves,  as 
to  render  their  conclusion  in  the  case  not  only  "innocent," 
but  "necessary,"  and  consequently  to  place  their  motives 
above  the  suspicion  of  unkindness,  and  their  proceedings  be- 
yond the  imputation  of  wilful  injustice.  But,  sir,  when  I 
come  to  learn  from  the  "Reply"  of  your  correspondent,  what 
the  grounds  were  on  which  the  belief  of  the  Presbytery  was 
founded,  I  was  forcibly  reminded  of  what  has  often  been  to 
me  a  matter  of  remark,  whilst  noticing  the  operations  of  the 
human  mind  on  subjects  under  investigation,  viz:  that  indi- 
viduals employed  in  the  search  for  truth,  and  occupying  the 
same  premises  in  the  pursuit,  with  nearly  equal  advantages 
for  success,  frequently  arrive  at  conclusions  widely  different 
from  each  other. 

The  position  taken  in  the  reply,  viz:  that  "the  only  data 
by  which  the  belief  that  any  religious  denomination  can  be 
determined,  is  the  acknowledged  standard  of  faith  of  the  de- 
nomination," is  one  to  which  common  sense  and  common 
honesty  can  take  no  exceptions,  so  far  as  the  Standard  goes 
in  presenting  the  doctrines  of  the  denomination. 

As  regards  the  Creed  of  the  Independent  Presbyterian 
Church,  it  appears  that  this  people  thought  it  sufficient  to  em- 
brace in  their  Confession  of  Faith,  what  the  denomination 
holds  to  be  the  fundamental  doctrines  of  the  Bible,  and  in  ad- 
dition to  them  to  present  those  doctrines  which  they  maintain 
to  be  very  important  in  Divinity,  and  necessarily  to  require  a 
place  in  their  Creed,  as  they  there  designate  the  general  sys- 
tem of  Theology  to  which  the  Church  adheres,  and  in  con- 
nexion with  the  former,  afford  every  inquirer  a  chance  to 
judge  of  all  which  seems  absolutely  necessary  to  be  known, 
namely,  the  radical  and  most  i?7iportant  doctrines  of  the 
Church,  so  far  as  concerns  minor  points  in  doctrine,  (her 
general  system  of  Divinity  being  avowed :  See  Confession  of 
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Faith,  pp.  S7,  88,)  this  church  seems  to  think  it  unnecessary 
to  burthen  her  creed  with  them,  when,  after  all  that  con  Id  be 
collected  of  this  class,  every  member  would  still  be  at  liberty 
to  adopt  or  reject  as  many  as  he  chose,  without  subjecting^ 
himself  to  church  censure.  From  this  state  of  the  case,  it  is 
not  to  be  wondered  at,  that  the  doctrines  in  dispute  between 
Mr.  Davis  and  the  Presbyterian  Church,  are  not  distinctly  set 
forth  in  the  Creed,  inasmuch  as  they  are  not  considered  to 
belongf  to  the  class  of  essential  and  important  doctrines. 

This  Confession  of  Faith  our  brethren  of  the  Bethel  Pres- 
bytery have  had  the  patience  to  examine,  and  the  charity  to 
sanction,  as  embodyino^  a  system  of  sound  doctrine,  entiilinof 
the  people  to  whom  it  belouirs  to  a  place  in  their  Christian  af- 
fections and  fellowship,  as  an  orthodox  and  regularly  organ- 
ized branch  of  the  Church. 

If,  Mr.  Editor,  the  kind  and  Christian  feelings  hereby  mani- 
fested, and  the  efforts  resulting  from  them,  to  effect  and  estab- 
lish friendly  relations  between  the  two  branches,  are  hailed 
by  any  one  with  pleasure,  sure  am  1  that  my  rejoicing  is  not 
a  particle  below  the  measure  of  his  fullest  joy  ;  this  will  hard- 
ly be  disputed,  when  1  affirm  that  my  heart  has  often  saddened 
at  the  many  long  years  of  unnatural  and  unchristian  non- 
intercourse,  which  have  measured  their  path  between  us,  to 
the  woundino^  of  the  Christian — the  stumblins:  of  the  sinner 
— and  the  obstruction  of  the  Redeemer's  cause  amono-st  us. 
But,  sir,  while  I  make  these  declarations  in  genuine  sincerity, 
I  cannot  rid  myself  of  regret,  that  our  brethren  of  the  Pres- 
bytery should  choose  not  to  see  and  avail  themselves  of  the 
plain  and  open  path  of  union  in  fiwdamental  doctrines  and 
kindred  usages.,  which  lay  directly  before  them,  and  invited 
them  to  proceed  to  the  consummation  of  wishes  so  worthy  of 
their  bosoms — so  congenial  to  the  spirit  of  the  Gospel — and 
so  honoring  to  God  ;  but  that  in  preference,  they  should  mark 
out,  as  the  path  of  their  procedure,  a  presumed  change  in  the 
doctrines  of  the  people  whom  they  would  approach.  Nor  is 
this  the  more  lovely  in  the  assemblage  of  Christian  prefer- 
ences, when  it  is  remembered  that  the  doctrines  in  question 
are  not  any  of  the  essential  or  fundamental  doctrines  of  our 
holy  religion,  but  non-essential  points,  or  as  one  expresses  it, 
"  doctrinal  notions,"  the  embracing  or  rejecting  of  which  could 
neither  affect  the  heart,  nor  influence  the  life.  But  this  is  still 
to  be  lamented  the  more,  when  the  grounds  on  which  our 
brethren  found  their  belief  of  the  alledged  change  or  renounce- 
ment of  doctrines,  are  fairly  examined. 

These,  according  to  the  showing  of  the  writer  of  the  Reply, 
are,  the  silence  of  the  Creed  in  regard  to  some  of  the  doctrines 
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termed  errors — the  palpable  contradictions  which  it  contains 
to  others — and  the  inconsistence  between  it  and  all  of  them. 
That  we  may  be  the  better  able  to  jiida^e  of  the  matter  under 
consideration,  allow  me  here,  Mr.  Editor,  to  exhibit  the  doc- 
trines of  \.\\r.  Creed,  as  they  stand  enumerated  in  that  instru- 
ment. '  They  are  as  follows :  1.  The  divine  inspiration  of  the 
Holy  Scriptures.  2.  The  Being  of  a  God.  3.  The  Holy 
Trinity.  4.  The  fall  of  man,  and  the  consequent  ^uilt  and 
ruin  of  the  race,  5.  The  vicarious  atonement  of  Christ,  the 
only  oTound  of  justification.  6.  Faith  in  Christ,  the  only 
condition  of  salvation.  7.  Holiness.  8.  The  resurrection 
of  the  dead  at  the  last  day.  9.  The  last  judgment.  10.  The 
everlastino;  felicity  and  i!;lory  of  the  saints  in  heaven,  and  the 
endless  punishment  of  the  finally  lost  in  hell.  11.  The  only 
state  of  probation  is  in  this  world. 

The  above  are  held  as  fundamental  doctrines.  The  fol- 
lowing are  held  to  be  true  and  very  important  doctrines, 
althouofh  the  belief  or  the  non-belief  of  them  is  not  considered 
essential  to  salvation — they  stand  in  the  creed  as  follows: — 
1.  The  doctrine  of  particular  election.  2.  The  decrees  of 
God.  3.  The  final  perseverance  of  the  saints.  4.  The  right 
of  infants  to  Church  membership,  and  consequently  to  bap- 
tism. For  the  entire  satisfaction  of  all  who  feel  an  interest  in 
the  matter,  and  who  have  access  to  our  Book  of  Discipline, 
let  these  doctrines  be  examined  as  they  stand,  in  their  ampli- 
fied form  in  the  Creed.  Now,  which  of  all  these  doctrines 
has  either  the  Independent  Presbyterian  Church,  or  her  foun- 
der, been,  at  any  time,  guilty  of  disowning  or  not  embracing? 
Not  one  of  them.  On  the  contrary,  they  have  been  the 
known  and  acknowledged  doctrines  of  both  the  Church  and 
its  founder,  from  the  first  until  this  day.  In  confirmation  of 
this,  let  me  refer  to  the  Gospel  Plan,  where  these  doctrines 
are  taught,  and  many  of  them  lengthily  and  ably  vindicated, 
and  also  to  the  other  writings  of  the  author  of  that  work. 
Allow  me  to  point  to  the  former  Book  of  Discipline,  alluded 
to  by  the  writer  of  the  Reply,  particularly  to  page  9th,  and 
onward  to  page  13th,  inclusive;  and  to  pages  48  and  49  of 
the  same  Book,  which,  in  connexion  with  the  works  above 
referred  to,  shows  these  doctrines  to  be  of  no  recent  adoption 
by  the  Independent  body.  The  Presbyterian  Church,  while 
Mr.  Davis  was  a  member  of  it.  never  charsfed  liim  for  the  de- 
nial  of  any,  or  the  not  holding  of  all  these  doctrines,  and  that 
too,  for  the  best  of  reasons ;  he  never  had  disowned  any  of 
them,  but  had  taught  them  to  his  congregations,  and  publish- 
ed tliem  in  his  Book  ;  and  when  he  left  that  Church,  he  of 
course  carried  those  doctrines  with  him.  and  they  became  the 
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doctrines  of  his  followers  as  a  bod!/.  In  addition  to  those 
sources  of  evidence,  I  mio-ht  appeal  to  the  testimony  of  the 
community,  in  the  bosom  of  which  the  C'mrcli  has  preached 
her  doctrines,  administered  her  ordinances,  and  held  her  resi- 
dence, until  the  present  time,  whether  the  doctrines  exhibited 
in  the  Creed  have  not  been  steadily  taught  by  the  Ministry, 
and  adhered  to  by  the  Independent  people.  The  denial  of 
these  facts,  capable  of  support  from  evidence  on  all  sides, 
would  involve  the  denial  of  all  authentic  history  whatsoever. 
But  the  history  of  these  facts  maintain  the  substantial  uni- 
formity of  the  Creed  under  consideration,  and  consequently 
the  argument  to  prove  a  renouncement,  founded  on  the  incon- 
sistencies and  contradictions  affirmed  to  exist  between  the 
Creed  and  the  doctrines  termed  Errors,  not  barely  ?7iat/  be,  but 
7nyst  be  erroneous.  This  will  be  apparent  when  we  consider 
that  an  argument,  based  on  undeniable  facts,  must  be  a  sound 
argument,  while  the  one  founded  on  inconsistencies  and  con- 
tradictions presumed  to  exist,  rests  on  the  mere  opinion  of  its 
advocates — which  reduces  the  matter  in  debate  to  this  simple 
form, — Opinion  in  conflict  with  Facts.  Again,  let  it  be  admit- 
ted that  the  contradictions  and  inconsistencies  set  up  between 
the  Creed  and  the  doctrines  uamed  Errors,  eive  a  proof  that  those 
who  adhere  to  the  doctrines  of  the  Creed,  cannot  hold  the  er- 
rors in  question,  and  it  unavoidably  follows  as  a  conclusion, 
that  the  Independent  Church  is  not  only  nowjnire  from  those 
errors,  but  that  she  never  did  ejnbrace  them,  because  she  has 
always  held  and  maintained  the  docirines  of  the  Creed.  This 
argument,  by  proving  too  much,  destroys  itself,  and  evinces  its 
own  fallacy.  Not  only  so,  but  the  same  admission  (and  it  will 
be  remembered  that  this  is  the  ^roiuid  assumed  for  the  arofu- 
ment  offered  in  the  Reply,)  goes  to  prove,  that  Mr.  Davis  him- 
self, never  embraced  those  objectionable  doctrines,  (for  it  has 
been  shown  in  the  evidence  referred  to,  that  from  first  to  last 
he  held  the  doctrines  of  the  creed,)  and  that  he  never  taught, 
v/rote,  or  published  them,  and  of  course  that  the  Assembly 
never  heard  or  read  them  from  him  or  his  Book,  and  conse- 
quently neither  did  nor  iooidd  condemn  them.  Bat  an  ar^ru- 
ment  which  proves  too  much,  or  which  proves  an  absurdity, 
the  school  mcti  call  an  absurd  and  a  worthless  aro^uuient. 
But  this  is  ihe  very  argument  brought  forward  to  establish  the 
opinion  that  the  Independent  Church  has  renounced  the  doc- 
trines which  our  brethren  are  pleased  to  call  Errors. 

Now,  let  it  be  distinctly  understood,  that  none  of  this  is  ^-ffer- 
ed  in  disparagemeni  of  the  talents  or  the  learning  of  the  Apolo- 
gist in  the  "Renly.*'  I  would  be  the  last  man  to  deny  him 
either  :  lor  beyond  all  dispute^  he  has  giYenfull  proof  of  both, 
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in  the  masterly  manner  in  which  he  has  manaofed  an  effort, 
beyond  the  talents  of  an  ano;el  to  render  successful.  What  a 
pity,  Mr.  Editor,  that  when  a  much  easier  and  smoother  path 
(because  a  Scriptural  one)  to  friendship  and  union  offered, 
it  should  have  been  so  unhappily  missed  ! 

The  writer  of  the  Reply  asks  the  question,  "  But  do  the 
Independents  'preach  the  doctrines  of  their  standards^  or  the 
errors  of  Mr.  Davis  T  As  though  it  were  impossible  to 
preach  the  one,  and  not  to  frown  the  other  from  the  pulpit. 
That  they  do  firmly,  and  in  good  faith,  adhere  to  their  stand- 
ard doctrines,  I  have  already  offered  reasons  fully  sufficient  to 
establish,  and  so  far  as  my  own  knowledge  of  them  goes  in 
evidence,  the  preachers  of  that  denomination  have  uniformly 
taught  those  sound  and  acknowledgedly  pure  doctrines  of  the 
Gospel,  in  their  daily  ministrations.  But  as  this  does  not  ne- 
cessarily preclude  the  peculiar  doctrines  in  question  from 
their  system  of  faith,  neither  has  it  shut  them  out  from  the 
public  teachings  of  their  Ministry. 

When  subjects  under  discussion,  have  at  any  time  called  for, 
either  their  distinct  treatment,  or  their  announcement  in  con- 
nexion with  other  doctrinal  points,  the  Ministers  of  this  de- 
nomination are  accustomed  to  make  the  san^e  use  of  those  doc- 
trines, which  they  do  of  the  other  doctrines  of  the  Bible.  Be- 
ing one  who  habitually  hears  those  preachers,  I  am  able  to 
offer  the  above  as  a  correct  reply  to  the  question  in  the  quo- 
tation, and  I  doubt  not  but  that  a  similar  reply  could  be  given 
by  the  many  hundreds  who  statedly  attend  their  Ministry. 

But  because  these  things  are  so,  do  they  constitute  a  valid 
obstacle  to  the  recognition  and  fellowship  contemplated  by  the 
Presbytery,  when  it  is  remembered  that  all  which  makes  the 
difference  between  us,  is  found  in  non-essential  matters  7 
In  fine,  my  warmest  wish  is,  that  pure  friendship  and  Chris- 
tian intercourse  and  communion  between  the  people  of  God, 
who  harmonize  in  the  cardinal  doctrines  of  our  holy  religion, 
may  speedily  be  effected,  and  permanently  established,  to  the 
furtherance  of  the  Redeemer's  kinodom — the  honor  of  the 
Christian  Church — and  the  glory  of  God. 

Permit  me,  Mr.  Editor,  at  the  close  of  this  communication, 
to  offer  you  my  thanks  for  the  reception  you  have  given  a 
former  article,  and  to  repeat  them,  for  the  implied  permission 
to  appear  again  in  your  columns,  as  presented  in  the  excellent 
motto — "Audi  alteram  partem,"  heading  the  editorial  at  the  top 
of  the  "Reply;"  and  should  I  ever  be  so  fortunate  as  to  become 
an  Editor,  1  promise  to  repay  the  kindness  with  four-fold  in- 
terest. 

An  Independent  Presbyterian. 
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Reply  to  the  foregoing. 

For  the  Charleston  Observer. 

Mr.  Editor, — I  am  sorry  that  I  have  to  trouble  you  a^ain, 
but  there  are  some  reasons  why  the  rejoinder  of  '-Independent 
Presbyterian,"  in  the  Observer  of  July  15,  should  not  pass  un- 
noticed ;  and  doubly  do  1  reo^ret  that  I  have  to  write  at  such 
lenofth,  but  the  matter  could  not  well  be  compressed  into 
smaller  compass. 

Let  us  ascertain  the  point  and  bearing  of  his  piece. 

1st.  He  orives,  what  I  presume  we  must  call,  an  apology  for 
the  offensive  nature  of  his  first  attack  on  the  Presbytery. 
2nd.  He  acknowledges  that  in  view  of  the  "grounds"  presented 
in  the  "Reply,"  "the  motives"  of  the  Presbytery  in  their  action 
in  the  case,  are  ^^ahove  the  siispicion  of  iinkindiiess,  and  their 
jrroceedings  beyond  the  imputation  of  wilful  injustice^ 
3d.  He  admits  that  the  principle  by  which  the  Presbytery 
conducted  their  inquiry  in  regard  to  the  doctrinal  views  of  the 
Independents,  "z5  one  to  ichich  common  sense  and  common 
honesty  can  take  no  exceptions^ 

Had  he  rested  the  matter  here,  so  far  as  the  Presbytery  is 
concerned^ — and  then,  had  he  gone  on  at  any  length  to  prove, 
without   implicating  the  Presbytery,    that  the  Independents 

really  have  not  renounced  the  peculiar  doctrines  in  question, 

I  would  not  have  had  another  word  to  say  ;  for  I  am  not  anx- 
ious to  prove,  nor  is  the  Presbytery  anxious  to  prove,  that  the 
Independents  do  not  entertain  contradictory  propositions,  if 
they  do  in  fact  entertain  them.  I  am  not  anxious  to  prove 
them  to  he  purely  orthodox,  if  they  be  not  orthodox.  AH  that 
the  Presbytery  desired  was  to  arrive  at  the  truth  in  the  case, 
and  all  that  I  have  to  do,  is  to  show  that  this  was  their  aim. 
But  4th,  in  the  face  of  his  apology,  his  acknowledgment^ 
and  his  admission,  he  prefers  a  graver,  because  a  more  spe- 
cific charge,  against  the  Presbytery,  and  one  that  imputes  to 
them  all  the  evil  feeling  imputed  by  the  first  charge:  i.  e.  in 
part  by  implication  and  in  part  expressly;  he  says, — There 
were  two  distinct  grounds  on  which  the  Presbytery  might 
have  predicated  their  action  ;  the  one,  that  which  they  assum- 
ed— the  other,  "the  plain  and  open  path  of  union  in  funda- 
mental doctrines,  and  kindred  usages,"  the  one  of  these  highly 
objectionable  and  unworthy  the  Christian,  the  other,  "conge- 
nial to  tlie  spirit  of  the  Gospel  and  honoring  to  God."     Both 

these  paths  lay  before  them, — the  latter  ^'- inviting''^  them, ■ 

yet,  with  their  eyes  open,  they  ''preferred'^  the  former,  ^'choos- 
ing not  to  see  and  avail  themselves"  of  the  latter.  Nor  is  this 
preference  in  the  Presbytery,  he  continues,  "the  more  lovely," 
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i.  e.  it  is  the  more  unlovely^  "because  the  doctrines  in  question 
are  '■non-essentiaV  points."  The  meaning  of  all  this.  I  appre- 
hend to  bcj  that  the  Presbytery,  under  the  p?'e/ence  of  inviting 
the  Independents  to  friendly  communion,  really  wished  to  in- 
flict on  them  a  wound. 

But  further, — still  in  the  face  of  his  apology^  his  aclnwicl- 
edg??ient,  and  his  admission^  he  devotes  the  body  of  his 
piece  to  an  attempt  to  establish  all  that  is  involved  in  his  first 
charge,  by  endeavoring  to  show  that  either  the  Presbytery 
must  have  been  exceedingly  stupid  in  not  seeing  the  absurdi- 
ty of  their  position,  or  that  seeing  it,  they  chose  from  sinister 
motives  to  maintain  it. 

Had  he  left  it  with  me  to  determine  on  which  horn  of  the 
dilemma  the  Presbytery  should  hang,  I  would  have  chosen 
the  former :  but  he  himself,  by  what  he  says  in  the  preceding 
paragraph,  quoted  above,  has  fixed  us  on  the  latter. 

Now,  to  say  nolhing  of  the  glaring  petitio  pi^incipil,  the  as- 
sumption of  all  the  points  in  the  dispute:  norany  thing  of  the 
gross  inconsistency  between  the  4th  member  of  his  piece  (as 
noted  above)  and  the  preceding  three  ;  nor  any  thing  of  the 
utter  insufficiency  of  the  over-strained  compliment,  tendered 
to  the  writer  of  the  "Reph^,"  to  counterbalance  the  injury  done 
to  the  Presbytery. — I  will  only  ask,  why  should  this  writer  be 
so  anxious  to  attribute  evil  motives  to  the  Presbytery?  Why 
so  determined  in  preferring  charges  of  such  magnitude  against 
them?  I  leave  it  for  him  to  decide.  I  have  not  called  this 
injustice  up  to  view,  in  order  to  lash  myself  into  a  passion  with 
it,  and  then  to  plead  it  as  an  apology  for  i^etaliaiing. — No,  "/ 
have  not  so  learned  Christ  P  I  would  however,  in  view  of  it, 
have  him  to  inquire,  whether  his  spirit  is  tempered  with  that 
^'charity  which  beareth  all  things,  believeth  all  things,  hopeth 
all  things,  endureth  all  things?"  He  should  remember,  that 
if  Christian  charity  imputes  the  best  possible  motives  even  to 
an  evidently  wrong  action  in  a  Christian  brother,  much  more 
does  it  refrain  from  imputing  evil  m.otives  gratuitously. 

But  to  come  to  the  point  in  dispute.  The  Presbytery  say, 
they  "have  good  grounds  to  believe  that  the  Independents 
have  renounced  the  on'o-inal  doctrinal  errors  for  which  their 
founder  was  severed  from  the  Presbyterian  Church,"  and  on 
this  foundation  they  express  their  desire  for  "intercommunion" 
between  the  two  denominations.  "An  Independent  Presby- 
terian" denies  the  solidity  of  their  "grounds,"  and  says  no 
doctrinal  change  has  taken  place  among  the  Independents  for 
thirty  years. 

The  Member  of  Presbytery  exhibits  the  reasons  for  the  be- 
lief in  question.     "Independent  Presbyterian"  acknowledges 
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the  priciple  by  which  the  Presb3^tery  are  said  to  have  reached 
their  conckision  to  be  correct.*  Under  this  principle,  it  is 
shown  by  Member  of  Presbytery,  tbat  the  inconsistency  be- 
tween their  "Creed,"  and  the  errors  of  Mr.  Davis,  is  glarinof: 
nay,  I  may  say,  so  glaring-  that  none,  after  due  time  for  re- 
flection, but  those  who  are  laboring  under  some  strange  hallu- 
cination, could  hold  at  tlie  same  time  the  two  setts  of  doctrine, 
no  more  tlian  they  could  any  other  inconsistent  propositions ; 
e.  g.  that  twice  four  makes  eight,  and  four  times  two  makes 
six  ;  that,  therefore,  the  Presbytery,  believing  the  Independents 
to  be  of  sane  mind,  and  of  honest  purpose,  also  of  necessity 
believed  that  tliey  had  renounced  the  errors.  In  addition  to 
this,  it  was  shown,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  their  founder  him- 
self, after  more  mature  deliberation  and  better  information, 
had  renounced  one  error  specifically,  which  involved  by  their 
dependencies  the  renunciation  of  some  others.  But  "Inde- 
pendent Presbyterian,"  instead  of  either  admitting  the  correct- 
ness of  the  reasoning  under  the  principle,  and  the  truth  of  the 
fact  in  regard  to  their  founder;  or,  since  he  was  disposed  to 
controvert  them  all,  of  meeting  them  fairly,  avoids  them  alto- 
gether, and  attempts,  (ingeniously  enough)  by  w*hc.i  he  calls 
historical  evidence,  to  show  up  the  conchision  of  the  Presby- 
tery by  the  reductio  ad  ahsurdum,  as  being  too  much  proved, 
and  therefore  that  nothing  is  proved. 

The  reductio  ad  ahsurdum  is  a  correct  mode  of  arg^umen- 
tation  when  correctly  applied  ;  hnt,  as  I  shall  show  in  his  ap- 
plication of  it,  he  is  guilty  of  some  inaccuracies  which  deprive 
it  of  all  its  power. 

This  writer  evidently  aims  at  public  effect ;  but  let  me  tell 
him,  that  this  avoiding  the  points  at  issue  will  not  satisfy  the 
public.  Let  me  tell  him  that  there  are  those,  even  amongst 
the  members  of  his  own  church,  who  are  dissatisfied  with 
the  position  he  has  assumed,  and  no  less  so  with  the  n]ode  in 
which  he  seeks  to  maintain  it.  The  persons  I  have  in  view 
perceive,  whether  he  perceives  it  or  not,  that  there  is  great 
inconsistency  between  the  "  Creed"  and  the  Errors,  nay,  that 
some  of  them  sap  the  very  foundations  of  the  Creed.  They 
never  suspected,  till  told  by  this  writer,  that  those  errors  are 
now  held  by  the  Church.  They  seem  to  regard  him  as  speak- 
ing hy  authority,  and  if  all  the  whispers  that  I  hear  be  true, 
they  are  waiting  to  see  the  result  of  the  matter,  that  they  may 

*  'Tis  true  he  qualifies  his  admission  \<\[  saying,  the  principle  is  coiTect,  "50 
far  as  the  Siandurd  goes."  But  this  limitation  is  of  necessity  implied  in  the 
principle  itself.  The  meaning  of  the  term  "  Standards"  is,  that  they  consti- 
tute the  test  by  which  all  other  doctrines  are  to  be  tried.  All  others  that  com- 
port with  them  are  admissible — those  that  do  not  are  inadmissible. 


22  THE    PRESBYTERY    OF    BETHEL,    AND 

intelligently  determine  the  propriety  of  changino;  their  eccle- 
siastical relations.  They  love  the  Independent  Chnrch,  and 
desire  to  remain  with  it ;  but  they  love  sound  doctrine  more. 
Truly  the  Independent  Church  have  reason  to  say  in  refer- 
ence to  this  their  volunteer  champion,  ^^Amicis  me  eripe.^^ 
O,  save  me  from  my  friends  !  He  is  doing  them  more  injury 
than  their  worst  open  enemy  could  do  them.  I  say  volunteer 
champion,  for  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  writes  ex  cathedra, 
by  authority  of  the  Church.  Neither  I,  therefore,  nor  the 
persons  alluded  to  above,  nor  any  one  else,  would  be  justified 
in  holding  the  Church  responsible  for  his  statements.  Sure 
I  am  that  the  Presbvterian  Church  would  not  hold  itself  re- 
sponsible for  the  effusions  of  any  anonymous  writer,  much 
less  would  they  appoint  one  to  advocate  their  cause  over  an 
irresponsible  signature  ;  and  I  am  willing  to  ascribe  the  same 
native  dignity  of  jnHnciple,  of  feeling,  and  of  conduct,  to 
the  Independent  Church,  that  I  claim  for  my  own. 

But  as  this  writer  has  assumed  the  semblance  of  an  argu- 
ment, let  us  see  what  it  is  worth.  The  amount  of  it  is  this  : 
The  Independents  have  always  held  as  sound  doctrine,  the 
doctrines  of  their  present  Creed,  (and  which  Bethel  Presbyte- 
ry endorses  as  orthodox.)  The  proof  of  this  is,  these  true 
doctrines  are  taught  in  the  Gospel  Plan,  and  other  writings  of 
Mr.  Davis  ;  they  are  taught  also  in  the  first  Book  of  Disci- 
pline, as  well  as  in  the  present  Creed  ;  that,  therefore,  if  it  be 
concluded  from  the  orthodoxy  of  the  present  Creed,  that  the 
Independents  do  not  now  hold  the  errors,  it  must  also  be  con- 
cluded that  they  never  held  them.  He  does  not  mean  to  say 
by  this,  that  the  Independents  never  in  fact  held  these  errors, 
but  that  they  held  them  now  as  firmly  as  ever,  so  far  at  least, 
as  the  evidence  presented  in  the  "Reply"  goes  to  show  what 
is  their  belief 

His  first  proof  is,  that  Mr.  Davis,  in  the  Gospel  Plan  and 
elsewhere,  taught  these  true  doctrines.  If  he  means  that 
Mr.  Davis  taught  all  those  true  doctrines,  without  much 
modification  fro?n  the  Errors,  he  had  better  look  again  before 
he  re-asserts  it.  But  that  his  argument  may  have  its  greatest 
strength  and  be  ffiirly  met,  I  will  grant  it.  How  then  ?  Does 
it  admit  of  no  satisfactory  explanation,  consistent  with  the 
conclusion  of  the  Presbytery  ?  Is  it  not  a  notorious  fact,  ac- 
cordant with  human  nature,  and  attested  by  all  Church  His- 
tory, that  Heresiarchs  (I  do  not  mean  by  this  to  call  Mr.  Davis 
an  Heresiarch,  or  in  any  degree  to  intimate  that  he  deserved 
that  appellation,)  are,  on  the  first  advancement  of  their  here- 
sies, even  more  orthodox  than  the  most  orthodox  of  their 
brethren  ?     They  assume  this  attitude,  that  by  concealing  the 
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dangerous  nature  and  tendency  of  their  novel  doctrines,  they 
may  with  greater  success  propagate  them.  But  I  will  not  at- 
tribute such  dishonesty  to  Mr.  Davis;  for,  although  there  are 
some  things  in  his  history  which  I  could  wish  had  been  other- 
wise, there  was  also  much  in  him  that  I  admire,  and  I  am  not 
prepared  to  believe  that  he  could  resort  to  such  means  for 
propagating  his  peculiar  views. 

But  there  is  another,  equally  natural,  equally  satisfactory, 
and  which  I  believC;  in  his  case,  would  be  a  more  correct  way 
of  explaining  the  matter.  Grant  then  that  Mr.  Davis  believed 
the  Calviuistic  system  ;  and  that  he  also  believed  the  Errors  to 
be  sound  doctrine;  and  that  he  found  no  difficulty  in  em- 
bracing the  two  setts  of  doctrine.  Were  I  to  grant  all  this,  it 
would  be  a  satisfactory  explanation  to  say,  that  he  did  not 
"perceive  the  inconsistency  between  the  two,  tliough  really 
existing.  And  this  explanation  might  be  given  without  any 
disparagement  to  his  intellect.  He  had  entered  upon  a  novel 
and  untrodden  route^  and  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  at  first, 
at  a  glance,  he  could  comprehend  all  its  windino^s,  be  acquaint- 
ed with  all  its  bearings,  and  knov/  precisely  where  it  would 
terminate.  And  the  known  facts  show  that  this  hypothesis 
would  be  a  satisfactory  solution;  for  in  1823,  after  further 
time  for  reflection,  he  published  his  retraction  in  the  Preface 
(Introduction)  to  his  New  Testament,  quoted  in  my  former 
piece,  and  before  adverted  to  in  this.  Still  further :  he  left 
behind  him  a  corrected  copy  of  the  "  Gospel  Plan,"  (which 
was  exposed  to  sale,  by  his  Administrator,  with  his  other  ef- 
fects, and  purchased  by  Rev.  Mr.  Feemster,  now  in  the  West,) 
in  which  he  had  crossed  out  with  his  pen,  12,  15,  or  20  pages, 
scattered  through  the  Book,  and  had  supplied  their  places  with 
30  pages  or  more  of  manuscript  in  his  own  hand.  This  was 
done,  as  we  have  every  reason  to  presume,  in  pursuance  of 
his  retraction  in  the  Introduction  to  New  Testament.  This 
Book  was  designed  to  be  the  copy  for  a  new  edition,  should 
the  work  ever  be  re-published.  In  this,  Mr.  Davis  showed 
himself  to  be  an  honest  man,  and  (although  under  disadvan- 
tageous circumstances,  as  he  says,)  a  candid  inquirer  after 
truth. 

So  much  for  his  first  proof,  designed  to  show  up  the  con- 
clusion of  the  Presbytery  as  an  absurdity  :  and  it  yet  remains 
for  him  to  show,  that  in  the  Gospel  Plan,  the  Calvinistic  doc- 
trines xoere  not  much  modified,  to  bring  them  in  accordance 
with  Mr.  D's.  peculiar  views.  When  he  asserts  \h^i  they  are 
not,  he  leads  us  to  believe  that  he  has  never  read  the  Gospel 
Plan  carefully,  nor  ever  seen,  perhaps,  a  little  book,  now  lymg 
before  me,  called  "A  Catechism,  (fcc.  by  Rev.  W.  C.  Davis." 
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His  second  proof  is,  that  tlie  orthodox  doctrines  are  con- 
tained in  their  first  Book  of  Discipline.  Were  I  to  admit 
this,  it  would  be  explained,  in  part,  by  the  fact  that  this  Book 
was  published  in  1824,  one  ^'Car  after  the  publication  of  the 
Retraction.     In  this  retraction,*  as  is  again  shown  in  a  note 


*  Although  in  my  former  piece  I  proved  beyond  controversy  that  Mr.  Davis 
retracted  his  views  as  to  the  Precedency  of  faith  to  ilegeneration,  I  deem  it 
necessary  to  exhibit  again  the  proof  in  such  a  form  as  will  show  spccijicallij, 
1st.  Wliat  were  Mr.  D's.  original  views  in  regard  to  the  article  retracted.  2d. 
What  views  he  subsequently  adopted.  3d. .  The  identity  of  his  last  views 
with  the  Standards  of  the  Presbyterian  Church.  And  4th.  What  doctrines  fall 
with  the  retracted  doctrine.  1.  The  doctrine  as  condemned  by  the  Assembly 
is,  "  Ilegeneration  must  be  a  consequence  of  I-'aith ;  Faith  precedes  Regenera- 
tion."— (Assembly's  Digest,  p.  140. J  As  taught  in  the  Gospel  Plan,  puDlished 
in  1809,  p.  352.  that  same  phraseolog}'  is  employed.  Again.  Gospel  Plan,  p, 
472,  it  is  said,  "  Regeneration  is  the  j?/'5^  ^'ayy/i  of  sanctiftcatio^i  in  the  soul;" 
"  Regeneration  is  the  first  impression  of  the  image  of  Goa  on  the  soul,  or  the 
first  act  of  Sanciificaliony  A  believer  is  said  "to  i^vwy  in  Regeneration,  and 
become  more  and  more  holy,  as  he  is  more  and  more  born  of  God."  Regenera- 
tion "  is  the  whole  work  of  Sandification  taken  under  one  vieio."  "  Regeneration 
is  one  of  the  happy  c//'6'c/s  of  a/i  interest  in  Christ  by  faith."  Again,  (Davis' 
Catechism,  published  1813,  Ans.  195,)  Regeneration  is  said  to  be  "  the  first  work 
of  the  Spirit  of  God  in  the  soul  of  a  believer,  after  he  is  interested  in  Christ  by 
Jailh,  justified  and  adopted,  by  which  he  is  enabled  to  behold  the  glory  of  God," 
&c. 

11.  In  the  year  1823,  Mr.  Davis — 1,  acknowledged  his  error  on  this  doctrine, 
"  I  confess  indeed  that  I  'loas  mistaken  in  my  ideas  of  Regeneration."  2.  He 
admits  that  he  made  a  wrong  application  of  the  name  Regeneration,  "My 
mi-fortune  was  that  I  understood  Rcgcveration  to  mean  a  change  cj^  heart  from 
sin  to  holiness,  i.  e.  the  work  of  Sanctification.  "  In  these  lectures,  Regenera- 
tion is  explained  (lifferenthj  from  what  it  is  in  the  Gospel  Plan."  "  Regenera- 
tion, or  renewing  of  the  heart,  (Sanctification,)  is  what  was  understood"  by 
the  term;  "the  author's  error  lay  in  giving  this  change  of  heart  a  wrong  name.^^ 
(See  Introduction  or  Preface  to  New  Testament,  pp.  10  and  11.)  3.  Mr.  Davis, 
in  his  Lectures  on  Nevv^  Testament,  p.  11,  has  given  a  totally  difierent  ^/fflcc  in 
the  order  of  Divine  grace,  to  Regeneration. — "  It  is  that  v:ork  of  the  Spirit,  by 
v:hich,  as  Christ  says,  the  Father  draws  a  sinner  to  him,  and  when  a  sinner  is 
draAvn  to  Christ,  he  is  regenerated."  And  with  this  change  of  place  he  has  given 
a  different  definition,  "  Regeneration  is  all  th/t  work  of  grace  on  the  heart  of  a 
sinner,  which  convinces  him  of  guilt  and  danger,  and  e^nabies  him  to  behold  Christ, 
offered  to  him  freely  in  the  Gospel,  and  which  is  fincdhj  completed  in  the  act  of 
faith,  by  which  he  fmally  closes  in  with  Christ  as  his  only  Saviour." 

There  remains,  then,  npt  a  vestige  of  Mr.  Davis'  views,  entertained  30  years 
ago,  neither  as  to  the  name,  nature  or  order  of  Regeneration ;  but  in  his  views 
last  expressed,  as  above,  there  is  a  peifect  identity  unth  those  taught  in  the  Con- 
fession of  Faith  of  th"  Presbyterian  Church,  e.  g.  "Effectual  calling  (Regenera- 
tion) is  the  loark  oi  God's  Spirit,  wdiereby,  convincing  us  of  sin  and  misery, 
enlightening  our  minds  in  the  knowledge  of  Christ,  and  renewing  our  Avills,  lie 
doth  persuade  and  enable  us  to  embrace  Jesus  Christ,  freely  offered  to  us  in  the 
Gospel." — (Shoiter  Catechism,  Ans.  31  ;  Larger  Cat.  Ans.  67;  and  Confession, 
Ch.  X.  Section  1  and  2.)  Here  then  is  a  complete  and  candid  retraction.  Now 
let  us  see,  IV^  what  other  doctrines  fall  with  the  one  retracted.  One  is  this : 
"  Faith  in  the  first  act  of  it  is  not  a  holy  act."  The  connexion  with  the  fonner 
error,  is  this,  viz :  Since  no  holiness  can  be  in  the  sinner's  heart  prior  to  regenera- 
tion, and  as  faith  precedes  Regeneration,  that  Faith  cannot  be  hol}^  This  is 
the  connection  which  Mr.  D.  himself  points  out  in  Gos.  PI.  p.  358.  But  since, 
according  to  his  present  views,  the  commencement  of  Regeneration  is  synchro- 
nous with  that  of  Faith,  and  tho,t  loork  is  by  the  Spirit,  the  first  act  of  Faith 
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belowj  and  to  which  I  would  specially  call  the  attention  of 
the  reader,  Mr.  Davis  discarded  his  view  of  the  precedency  of 
Faith  to  Reo-eneration,  and  as  is  also  shown  there,  with  this 
fell  the  doctrine  that  "  Faith,  in  the  first  act  of  it,  is  not  a  holy 
act ;"  also  the  doctrine  that  "  If  God  has  tb  plant  all  the  prin- 
cipal parts  of  salvation  in  a  sinners  heart,  to  enable  him  to  be- 
lieve, the  Gospel  Plan  is  quite  out  of  his  reach,"  6cc.  Here,  then, 
are  three  of  the  eight  errors  we  may  not  expect  to  see  in  this 
Book  of  Discipline.  In  addition  to  these,  there  are  two  others 
which  were  disapproved  of  by  the  Assembly,  as  was  shown  in 
my  former  piece, not  for  their  substance,hi\t  for  their  j^hraseolo- 
gy^  (vide  Assembly's  Digest,  pp.  146  and  147) — making  in 
all  five  out  of  the  eight  doctrines,  to  agree  with  which  we 
need  not  expect  to  find  any  error  or  modification  of  doctrine 
in  the  Book — leaving  only  three  doctrines  to  influence  in  the 
construction  of  that  Book. 

These  three  are — 1.  "  The  active  obedience  of  Christ  con- 
stitutes no  part  of  that  righteousness  by  which  a  sinner  is  jus- 
tified." 2.  "Obedience  to  the  moral  law  was  not  required  as  the 
condition  of  the  covenant  of  works."  And  4.  "God  could 
not  make  Adam  or  any  other  creature,  either  holy  or  unholy." 
(I  have  numbered  them  as  they  are  numbered  in  the  Catego- 
ry of  the  Assembly.)  The  influence  oi\\\Q first  and  second 
of  these,  may  be  sufiiciently  traced  in  the  fact,  that  in  the  Book 
(page  10)  there  are  but  three  doctrines  specified  as  fundamen- 
tal doctrines  or  tests  of  orthodoxy,  viz :  1st.  "The  being  of  one 
true  God."  2d.  "Faith  in  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ."  And  3d. 
"Holiness  of  heart  and  life."  Of  the  two  errors,  the  doctrine 
embraced  under  the  caption  "Faith  in  Christ,"  is  the  test ; 
but  this  article  is  expressed  in  such  general  terms,  as  to  be  con- 
sistent not  only  with  these  two  errors,  but  even  with  a  worse 
form  which  might  be  mentioned.  Had  these  two  erroi's  not 
been  held  at  that  time,  this  doctrine  of  "Faith  in  Chris':/'  would 
have  been  expressed  in  less  general — in  ?nore  exclusive  terms. 
This  we  infer  the  more  confidently  from  the  fact,  that  in  their 

may  be  a  holy  act.  Another  doctrine :  "  If  God  has  to  plant  all  the  principal 
parts  of  salvation  in  a  sinner's  heart,  to  enable  him  to  believe,  the  Gospel  Plan 
is  quite  out  of  his  reach,"  &c.  The  connexion  of  this  with  the  error  is  this: 
As  Regeneration,  Sanctification,  and  principal  parts  of  salvation,  were  regard- 
ed as  synonimous  terms,  (vide  Gospel  Plan,  ps.  412  and  413.)  if  Regeneration 
be  prior  to  Faith,  the  sinner  would  be  required  to  be  smictified  before  he  believed 
in  Christ ;  which  indeed  would  be  preposterous.  But  as  by  the  retraction,  the 
name,  nature  and  order  of  Regeneration  are  changed,  the  foimdation  of  the 
error  is  removed — it  therefore  falls. 

And  thus  Mr.  Davis'  views  on  these  points,  throughout,  are  brought  to  a 
confonnity  with  the  Assembly's  Confession  of  Faith,  and  with  their  decision. 
This  is  the  Creed  in  which  there  has  been  no  change  for  30  years !  See  also 
the  next  note.  .  .       <• 
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new,  their  present  creed,  the  substance  of  this  article  is  divi- 
ded, and  out  of  a  part  of  it  a  new  article  is  framed,  the  5th,  on 
"the  vicarious  atonement  of  Giirist,  (fee.  whicli,  though  ambig- 
uous, is  clearly  understood  by  some,  as  embracing  the  active 
obedience  of  Christ  as  a  constituent  of  the  Atonement  ;*  and, 

*  The  phraseology  of  the  5th  article  (Creed,  p.  92,)  as  far  as  it  is  expressive 
of  the  sudstame  of  the  Atonement,  is  this,  viz:  "The  LordJesus — took  upon 
him  human  nature,  humbled  himself,  and  became  obedient  unto  death,  even 
the  death  of  the  cross  ;  by  the  suflerings  of  which  he  made  a  full  atonem.ent  for 
sin,  and  purchased  an  everlasting  inheritance  in  Heaven,  for  all  that  the  Father 
hath  given  him ;  hence  the  one  sacrifice  of  Christ  upon  the  cross,  is  the  atone- 
ment for  sin,  and  the  meritorious  cause  of  our  justification  and  acceptance 
Avith  God, 

On  further  consideration  of  this  passage,  since  writing  my  former  piece,  I  am 
fully  satisfied  that  the  interpretation  which  my  friend  gave  to  it,  and  which  in 
that  piece  is  expressed,  is  the  correct  one,  viz:  that  it  is  capable  of  being  under- 
stood as  teaching  that  the  active  obedience  of  Clirist,  was  a  constituent  of  the 
Atonement.  For  this  construction  there  is  first,  presumptive  proof,  viz :  This 
article  is  among  the  ''esseutiar  articles  of  the  Creed,  without  a  belief  in  which 
no  one  may  commune  with  the  Independents,  Yet  they  do  invite  to  their  com- 
munion those  who  hold  to  the  active  obedience  of  Christ  as  an  element  of  the 
Atonement. 

The  active  obedience  of  Christ,  therefore,  cannot  be  excluded  by  the  article. 
But  secondly,  there  is  something  which  looks  very  much  like  positive  proof, 
that  this  is  the  only  construction  it  will  bear.  Let  us  analyze  it.  It  is  said, 
"tj'ie  Lord  Jesus  took  upon  him  human  nature Jiumbledhimself  and  becavie  obedient 
unto  death."  ^'■Became  obedient  unto  death."  This  is  a  quotation  from  Phil.  ii. 
8,  the  Greek  of  which  is,  gcnomenos  upekoos  mechri  tho/natou.  Any  Lexicogra- 
pher will  tell  i\s7)iechri,  with  the  genitive,  is  always  expressive  of  measure,  and 
never  of  endurance  :  when  place  is  spoken  of,  it  signifies  as  far  as ;  and  when 
time  is  spaken  of,  until.  The  meaning  of  the  Apostle  then  is,  not  merely  that 
Christ  Avas  brought  W7i(ier  the  power  of  death,  as  it  must  be  translated,  to  ex- 
clude the  idea  oi'  active  obedience,  &c.  but  that  Christ  was  obedient  from  the  time 
that  he  "humbled  himself,"  ''till  death."  The  inquiry  then  arises,  obedient  to 
what  Law'?  The  answer  is  inevitable,  to  every  law  that  was  binding  on  man, 
viz:  moral,  ceremonial,  and  that  which  is  expressed,  "by  thesAveatofthybrow," 
&c.  In  the  same  Scripture  passage,  from  Avhich  this  phrase  is  adopted  into  the 
Creed,  it  is  said,  "He  took  upon  him  the  form  of  a  servant."  The  character- 
istic of  aserA^ant  is  not  to  suffer  punishment  mereh',  but  to  render  serAice — ac- 
tiA^e  obedience.  This,  then,  is  that  state  or  condition  "by  the  sufierings  of 
which,"  <fcc.  The  term  "sufferings"  includes  obedience  to  aiithority,  as  Avell  as 
end2tranceof])ciin,for  in  this  instance  it  is  used,  as  equivalent  to  upekoos,  obe- 
dient, submissive,  docile.  "By  the  sufferings  of  Avhich  he  made  a  full  atonement 
for  sin,  and  purchased,"  &c.  "Hence  the  one  sacrifice  of  Christ  upon  the 
Cross  is  the  atonement  for  sin,  and  meritorious  cause,"  &c.  The  only  possible 
propriety  for  this  repetition  is,  that  the  last  term,  "sacrifice  of  Christ  upon  the 
Cross,"  is  employed  as  a  generic  term,  designed  to  embrace  all  the  particulars 
that  had  before  been  specified. 

Again.  In  this  article  a  difference  is  made  betAA'een  '■[justification"  and  ''ac- 
ceptance with  God."  The  tAvo  terms  can  not  mean  the  same  thing,  else  in  a 
Creed  there  would  be  no  propriety  in  using  both.  Hence  Ave  must  regard  "jus- 
tification" as  synon3^mous  Avith  pardon  procured  for  us  by  Christ's  sufferance  of 
the  j9ewaZ^7/ of  the  laAV  ;  and  "acceptance  Avith  God,"  as  equiA'^alent  to  "a  title  to 
heaven,"  procured  for  us  by  Christ's  sufferance  of  the  anthorUy  of  the  LaA\-. — 
Thus  embracing  both  parts  of  justification,  as  Calvinists  teach  it,  and  conse- 
quently both  the  active  and  passive  obedience  of  Christ  are  contemplated  by  the 
Creed.  Nor  is  this  construction  gratuitous.  We  haA'e  Mr.  Davis'  authority ; 
for  in  the  Gospel  Plan  p.  418,  he  states  the  Calvinstic  doctrine,  in  these  very 
terms,  and  then  endeavors  to  overthrow  it  j  thus,  "The  notion  that  justification 
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by  consequence,  as  clearly  rejectino^  error  2,  in  regard  to  the 
moral  law  in  the  covenant  of  works.  There  remains,  then, 
the  iiiilnence  of  only  error  4,  viz  :  "God  could  not  create  Ad- 
am or  any  other  creature,  holy  or  unholy" — to  be  accounted 
for.  That  error  is  found  prominent  on  page  48  of  the  Book 
of  Discipline.  For  in  an  enumeration  of  some  "doctrines,  held 
to  be  of  great  importance^  although  the  belief  of  them  is  not 
essential  to  salvation,"  there  is  one,  the  phraseology  of  which 
ought  to  have  excluded  the  error,  if  that  error  were  not  held. 
The  article  is  numbered  1,  and  the  whole  of  which  is  this  : 
''Original  guilt  is  imputed  to  all  the  human  race  in  conse- 
quence of  the  fall  of  Adam,  who  represented  all  his  posteri- 
ty." This  article  may  be  explained  consistently  with  the 
error,  thus  :  ^'The  holiness  in  which  he  had  been  created,  but 
a  state  of  mere  innocency^  and  a  state  in  which  he  might 
choose  for  himself  and  his  posterity,  whether  they  should  live 
holy  or  unholy."  And  the  "guilt"  which  is  imputed,  infers  not 
a  state  o{  depravity,  but  simply  of  condemnation.  Now  this 
article  Oil  the  adoption  of  their  present  Creed  was  not  only  in- 
serted amongst  the  essential  or  "fundamental"  articles,  but  was 
also  so  modified,  as  inevitably  to  forbid  this  construction,  viz : 
"All  mankind — fell  with  Adam,  from  the  estate  of  innocency 
and  holiness  in  which  he  was  before  he  ate  the  forbidden 
fruit;  and  by  the  imputation  of  the  guilt  of  his  sin,  are  in  a 
state  of  condemnation,  depravity,  and  utter  ruin,"  (fee. 

Thus  then  are  both  points  of  his  historical  evidence  fairly 
and  fully  disposed  of,  and  the  conclusion  remains  as  inevita- 
ble as  ever,  that  the  Independents,  in  remoddeling  their  Creed 
in  1839,  did  it  with  the  full  intent  of  excluding  the  doctrines 
which  we  denominated  errors. 


consists  in  hvo  distinct  parts,  viz :  a  deliverance  from  guilt,  and  a  title  to  heaven  ; 
oi  pardon  and  acceptance,  has  arisen  from  the  notion  of  Christ's  active  ojoA  pas- 
sive obedience,  constituting  our  justif3-ing  righteousness.  For  as  the  right  jous- 
ness  consists  in  two  parts,  so  must  justitication  also,  or  we  could  find  nothing 
for  Christ's  obedience  to  do."  Here,  then,  seems  to  be  full  proof,  that  even  ac- 
cording to  Mr.  D's.  sense  of  words,  this  article  teaches  that  the  active  as  well  as 
the  passive  obedience  of  Christ  enters  into  the  substance  of  the  Atonement. — 
Why  should  they  employ  the  very  terms  that  Mr.  D.  objected  to,  if  they  intend- 
ed not  to  depart  from  his  peculiar  views  1 

Further.  Mr.  Davis  continues— "The  notion  of  Christ's  active  and  passive 
obedience,  as  our  righteousness,  has  arisen  from  our  (the)  notion  that  Adam 
had  to  keep  the  moral  law  as  the  condition  of  the  covenant  of  works,  as  well  as 
not  (to)  eat  the  forbidden  fruit ;  and  also  our  (the)  notion  that  the  morailaw 
must  be  actively  kept,  when  it  is  broken ;  and  that  it  would  not  be  satisfied  with 
the  fulfilment  of  the  penalty."  Here,  then,  it  is  shown  bv  Mr.  D's.  own  con- 
nexion of  doctrines,  ihat  if  the  article  in  the  Creed  include  the  active  with  the 
passive  obedience  of  Christ,  in  the  substance  of  the  Atonement,  (and  I  leave  the 
reader  to  judge  from  the  evidence,)  the  Independents,  m  opposition  to  error  2,  of 
Mr.  Davis,  believe  that  the  moral  law  was  in  the  condition  of  the  covenant  of 
works.    |J=  This  is  the  Creed  in  which  there  has  been  no  change  for  30  years ! ! 
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But  perhaps,  in  answering  his  argument  so  minutely,  I  have 
performed  a  work  of  supererogation.  His  whole  piece  might 
have  been  confuted  by  either  of  the  following  short  me- 
thods. 

1.  His  proof  rests  on  two  points  of  history,  which  he  as- 
stmies  to  be  true.     Neither  are  proved.     Let  him  prove  them. 

2.  He  assumes  the  errors  to  be  merely  non-essential ;  he 
has  not  touched  the  exposition  of  their  inconsistencij.  Now 
there  is  a  vast  difference  between  a  non-essential  and  an  in- 
consistent doctrine.  A  Qion-essential  exerts  no  influence 
against  a  Creed ;  an  inconsistent,  however  minute,  and  un- 
important in  itself,  if  fully  believed  and  carried  out  to  its 
legitimate  results,  saps  the  foundation  of  even  the  most  firmly 
based  Creed. 

3.  Admit  the  errors  to  be  merely  non-essential.  In  the 
Creed  are  contained  two  distinct  classes  of  doctrine :  one 
called  "essential;"  the  other  "non-essential."  He  admits 
that  the  errors  are  not  contained  in  the  Creed.  But  why,  since 
they  have  inserted  some  non-essential  doctrines — why  leave 
out  those  very  doctrines,  though  non-essential,  which,  in  the 
oricrin  of  their  Church,  were  the  characteristic  doctrines  of 
their  Church?  The  Gospel  Plan  was  written  for  the  sole 
design  of  inculcating  them,  of  showing  how  they  modified 
the  Calvinistic  scheme,  and  of  showing  their  influence  in 
Christian  experience  !  Why  were  they  left  out  ? 

4.  One  argument  in  my  former  piece  was,  that  the  errors  in 
question,  as  they  were  left  out  of  their  published  Creed,  and  to 
say  the  least  of  them  are  not  involved  in  the  Creed,  could  not 
be  considered  as  doctrines  of  their  Church.  The  conclusion 
he  denies,  and  yet  says,  that  the  Church  is  entirely  indifferent 
whether  members  believe  them  or  not.  Thus  admitting  the 
very  thing  he  had  denied. 

5.  Another  assumiption,  if  erroneous,  equally  fatal  to  his 
cause  is  this, — that  the  Presbytery  did  not  base  their  action  on 
"a  union  in  fundamental  doctrinesj^  &.c.  which  he  presents 
as  the  right  ground,  and  for  not  planting  themselves  on  which, 
he  so  seriously  rebukes  the  Presbytery.  But  this  was  the 
very  ground  on  which  the  Presbytery  did  base  their  action  ; 
they  distinctly  stating  as  their  ground,  that  the  Independents 
had  renounced  the  only  doctrines  which  had  prevented  such 
unison  of  sentiment. 

6.  His  reductio  ad  ahsurdum  aro^ument  mioht  have  been 
shown  to  be  wrongly  applied,  thus:  He  admits  the  principle 
involving  the  premises  of  Presbytery  to  be  correct.  But  the 
only  use  of  the  reductio  ad  ahsurdum,  is  to  show,  by  carrying 
premises  to  their  legitimate  results,  that  the  premises  are  erro- 
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neons ;  or  to  show  that,  premises  being  correct,  the  mode  of 
reasoning  from  them  is  erroneons.  But  the  principle  which 
he  admits,  embraces  both  the  grounds  of  judgment  (premises,) 
and  directs  the  mode  of  judging. 

Although,  by  pressing  any  one  of  these  points,  he  would 
have  been  refuted,  I  felt  disposed  to  allow  him  his  greatest 
latitude,  and  to  show  on  his  own  ground  the  untenable  nature 
of  his  position. 

But  since  he  has  brou2:ht  into  view  historical  evidence,  we 
can  not  only  show  that  it  is  not  against  us,  but  also  adduce 
from  this  source  an  item  or  two,  which  go  to  fortify  our  posi- 
tion ;  e.  g.  In  the  year  1813,  Mr.  Davis  published  a  compre- 
hensive Catechism^  in  which  were  embraced  both  the  errors 
and  the  true  doctrines,  as  he  had  seen  necessary  to  modify 
them  consistently  with  the  errors. 

As  this  Catechism  is  written  in  a  style  good  enough,  and  is 
indeed  possessed  of  much  merit,  why — if,  as  your  Correspon- 
dent represents,  they  so  tenaciously  hold  to  the  errors, — why 
did  they  not  adopt  this  Catechism,  as  the  Catechism  of  their 
Church,  and  embody  it,  as  Presbyterians  have  done,  with  the 
Westminster  Catechisms,  in  their  Confession  ? 

Again,  about  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  their  present  Creed, 
the  Synod  of  South  Carolina  and  Georgia,  passed  their  an- 
swer to  the  Overture  of  Bethel  Presbytery,  denying  the  va- 
lidity of  Baptisms,  aduiinistered  by  Independent  Presbyterian 
Ministers;  (and  which  error,  the  Synod,  at  their  last  meeting, 
had  the  magnanimity,  in  unqualified  terms,  to  retract.)  In  view 
of  this  answer  of  Synod,  the  Convention  of  the  Independent 
Church  felt  themselves  called  upon,  in  self-vindication,  to  re- 
publish ]\Ir.  Davis'  Solemn  Apj^eaU  with  the  design  by  it,  of 
showing  their  right  to  administer  the  Sacraments  of  the  Gospel, 
as  Ministers  of  the  Church  of  Jesus  Christ.  It  was  intimated  in 
Convention,  however,  that  in  publishing  this,  they  would  be 
virtually  re-adopting  the  ^'•inconsistent  doctrines'  which  it 
contained,  and  which  had  been  left  outof  the  Creed,  nay,  even 
those  which  Mr.  Davis  himself,  in  his  Preface  to  New  Testa- 
ment, had  retracted.  Therefore,  as  the  only  intention  in  re- 
publishing, was  to  bring  more  prominently  into  view,  the 
historical  narrative,  a  Committee  was  appointed  to  draw  up  an 
Abstract  of  the  Solemn  Appeal,  to  suit  this  view.  The  Com- 
mittee presented  the  result  of  their  labor.  Because  it  was  too 
concise,  it  was  regarded  as  being  unsatisfactory.  It  was  then 
determined  to  publish  the  Solemn  Appeal  entire,  but  so  to 
preface  the  re-publication,  as  that  they  should  not  l3e  necessa- 
rily considered  as  avouching  the  errors.  Hence  it  is  stated 
and  reiterated  in  the  Preface  to  that  Book,  it  is  re-pubUshed  for 
the  sake  of  the  historical  evidence. 
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Now,  since  the  Independents  have  so  remodelled  their 
Creed,  as  to  make  it  wholly  inconsistent  with,  and,  in  many 
respects,  directly  contrary  to  the  "original  doctrinal  errors,"  (as 
was  shown  more  fully  in  my  former  piece) — since  we  can 
trace  their  gradual  return  to  sound  doctrine,  (as  shown  in 
this  Reply  on  historical  evidence) — since  in  the  remodelling 
of  their  Constitution  and  Creed,  they  made  no  use  of  the  Cate- 
chism, which  was  commended  to  them  by  many  considera- 
tions that  might  be  mentioned — and  since,  in  republishing  the 
Solemn  Appeal,  they  so  carefully  guarded  against  seeming  to 
avouch  ilia  errors.  Altogether,  these  certainly  form  a  body  of 
evidence,  conclusively,  unanswerably  proving  that  these  er- 
rors by  them  as  a  Church  are  renounced.  And  yet  this  is  the 
conclusion  which  "An  Independent  Presbyterian"  says,  is  "z^^ 
terly  destitute  of  a  foundation  in  truth." 

It  is  proper,  however,  to  observe,  to  prevent  misunderstand- 
ing, that  though  these  matters  of  history  were  in  the  minds  of 
those  who  advocated  the  friendl^r  action  of  Presbytery,  they 
were  not  presented  to  Presbytery  to  influence  their  action  in 
the  case.  They  were  not  presented  to  Presbytery,  because  it 
was  conceived  that  Presbytery  had  nothing  to  do  with  them. 
It  was  conceived  that  the  only  proper  inquiry  for  Presbytery 
was,  "  What  are  the  tenets  of  the  Independents  iioio,  accord- 
ing to  their  published  standards,  taken  in  connexion  luith 
the  records  of  the  tenets  of  their  founder^  as  spread  out  on  our 
own  Churcli  documents  V  From  these  data  the  Presbytery 
were  oi  necessity  led  to  the  conclusion  they  adopted  ;  unless 
indeed  they  had  uncharitably  concluded  that  the  Independent 
body,  as  a  body,  are  insincere, — a  conclusion  tor  which  the 
Presbytery  had  no  "grounds,"  and  which,  no  doubt,  they  are 
ready  to  say,  is  "utterly  destitute  of  foundation  in  truth." 

Now,  it  is  strange,  indeed  it  is  passing  strange,  that  this 
charitable  conclusion — nay,  this  conclusion  forced  upon  them 
by  a  sense  of  justice^  should  stir  up  such  a  strife.  It  is  strange, 
that  for  this  act  of  Christian  kindness  and  justice,  the  worst 
possible  motives  should  be  so  gratuitously  and  pertinaciously 
imputed.  The  Independents  have  been  long  complaining  of 
the  Presbyterians,  (with  how  much  reason,  it  is  not  for  me  to 
say,)  for  interdicting  all  Christian  communion  between  the  two 
denominations.  The  Presbyterians  admit,  that  whatever  state 
of  things  may  formerly  iiave  existed,  suflicient  reasons  for 
such  an  interdict  do  not  now  exist ;  that,  therefore,  it  is  ^^desi- 
rable'^  to  them  the  interdict  be  rescinded. 

But  does  this  member  of  the  Independents  really  desire 
friendly  relations  to  be  established  ?  He  says  he  does.  I, 
therefore,  will  not  contradict  him.  But  why,  then^  is  he 
throwing  difficulties  in  the  way  1  Difficulties  having  no  exis- 
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tence  in  fact,  and  unsupported  by  evidence.  I  understand  him 
not.  Let  him  be  admonished,  that  if  the  friendly  intention  of 
the  Presbytery  be  frustrated  by  his  ao^ency,  the  responsibility 
will  not  rest  icith  the  Presbytery  ■  and  this,  also,  will  be  dis- 
tinctly understood  by  the  public. 

Perhaps,  "Independent  Presbyterian"  will  honour  this  with 
a  reply.  Perhaps  not.  But  if  he  should,  I  shall  not  feel  my- 
self bound  to  say  any  thins^  further.  The  object  I  had  in 
view,  as  expressed  in  the  beginning,  was  merely  to  justify  the 
Presbytery  in  their  action.  They  certainly  do  stand  justitied. 
For  although,  by  some  strange  fatuity,  it  should  turn  out  in 
the  end,  that  the  Independents  really  do  hold  these  errors — 
aye,  even  all  these  that  Mr.  Davis  himself  retracted, — the  fault 
wall  not  rest  with  the  Presbytery,  for  judging  favorabl}^,  ac- 
cording to  the  evidence,  but  with  the  Independents,  for  bearing 
an  appearance  in  that  case^  different  from  the  truth ;  for  pro- 
fessing a  Creed,  by  which,  in  that  case,  others  must  necessa- 
rily be  deceived. 

A  Member  of  Bethel  Presbytery. 


Shortly  after  the  above  piece  appeared,  I  addressed  the  fol- 


lowing note  to  the  Editor  of  the  Observer. 


For  the  Charleston  Observer. 


Mr.  Editor, — The  multiplied  cares  and  toils  of  life,  to 
which  in  the  wisdom  of  Providence  I  am  subjected,  have 
hitherto  prevented  me  from  noticing  in  your  columns,  the  last 
production  from  "A  IMember  of  Bethel  Presbytery."  But  in 
proportion  as  these  incumbrances  will  allow  nie  opportunity, 
I  purpose  rejoining  to  the  communications  with  which  he  has 
favored  us,  until  I  shall  have,  at  least  made  an  effort  to  place 
the  matter  of  difference  between  us,  in  that  light  in  which  I  am 
persuaded  the  interests  of  truth,  and  the  claims  of  a  communi- 
ty who  have  a  right  to  know  the  truth,  require  at  our  hands. 

An  Independent  Presbyterian. 


A  few  days  after  this  note  was  mailed,  the  following  com- 
munication was  forwarded  to  the  Editor  : 

For  the  Charleston  Observer. 

Mr.  Editor, — When  at  the  first,  I  troubled  you  and  your 
reader*  with  what  I  had  to  say  on  the  objectionable  part  of 
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the  Preamble  in  the  Minutes  of  Bethel  Presbytery,  my  object 
was  simplv  to  prevent  the  public  from  falling"  into  an  error 
concernino-  ihe  Independent  Church,  into  which  I  clearly 
foresaw  the  mistake  of  the  Presbytery  would  lead,  if  suifered  to 
go  uncorrected. 

Whatever  this  Church  may  be  in  doctrine,  and  in  practice, 
sure  ami,  that  she  has  no  desire  to  be  placed  before  the  world 
in  any  other  dress  than  that  which  is  strictly  her  own.  From 
her  own  bosom  she  has  steadily  given  forth  light,  full  and 
clear,  by  which,  all  who  behold  her  with  a  sincere  desire  to 
know  what  she  is,  and  whence  she  is,  may  with  certainty  and 
in  safety  arrive  at  the  truth.  Her  grand  and  ultimate  Stand- 
ard of  orthodoxy  is  the  Word  of  God :  her  Creed  is  for  the 
Church,  an  exponent  of  what  is  believed  and  held  to  be  the 
fundamental  and  most  important  doctrines  of  the  Bible ;  and 
in  connexion  with  this  is  published  her  Constitution  and  form 
of  Government.  She  has  moreover  furnished  the  public  with 
an  authentic  history  of  those  events  which  led  to  her  sepa- 
rate existence  as  a  Christian  Church ;  and  in  this,  as  the  very 
cailse  of  separation  was  a  difference  on  doctrines,  those  doc- 
trines are  presented,  and  by  the  Church  avowed  as  doctrines 
in  which  she  believed.  It  seems,  by  the  by,  very  strange 
that  a  sensible,  unbiassed  man  could  conclude,  that  doctrines 
embraced,  publicly  adopted  and  maintained  by  a  people  un- 
der circumstances  like  these,  had  been  renounced  by  them, 
without  either  themselves  or  the  world  having  any  public 
intimation  of  it,  or  knowing  any  thing  about  it.  When  a 
law  has  been  once  enacted  and  published,  is  it  not  in  force 
until  repealed?  And  when  that  is  done,  as  it  is  a  public 
document,  must  not  the  world  be  told  of  it,  before  any  one 
can  affirm  its  abrogation  7  And  so  of  any  thing  else  that  has 
been  a  matter  of  public  record  and  notoriety ;  the  repeal  or 
the  disavowal  must  be  as  express  and  as  public  as  the  adop- 
tion or  enactment.  If  the  doctrines  in  hand  be  errors,  it  re- 
mains for  the  light  of  a  future  day  to  convince  the  Church  of 
the  fact,  and  purify  her  of  the  evil  :  but  when  that  is  done, 
it  will  have  the  honour  to  be  effected  by  the  light  that  shines 
in  the  authority  of  God's  Word,  to  which  I  trust  she  will  ever 
feel  it  an  honor  to  yield  in  humble  submission,  even  though 
it  disoblige  every  human  standard  of  orthodoxy  on  earth.  If 
they  be  true  and  sound  doctrines,  as  they  are  held  to  be,  al- 
though not  of  essential  importance,  the  Church  has  the  con- 
solation to  know  that  she  has  not  yet  turned  her  back  upon 
them.  The  proper  Standard  by  which  to  decide  whether 
we  receive  or  condemn  a  doctrine,  is  the  Bible  ;  if  it  be  sus- 
tained by  the  authority  of  that  standard,  none  need  -fear  to 
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adopt  it ;  if  it  be  disowned  by  that  authority,  in  vain  does  it 
seek  a  shelter  in  the  patronage  of  ecclesiastical  canons :  it 
must,  in  the  end,  fall  to  the  ground  as  a  doctrine  not  of  God. 

On  examining  the  grounds  of  argument  cissumed  by  the 
Member  of  Presbytery  in  his  first  piece,  I  thought  it  advisable 
to  adopt  that  mode  of  refutation,  which,  whilst  it  would  show 
effectually  on  which  side  of  the  difference  the  truth  lay, 
would  at  the  same  time  be  attended  with  the  least  trouble  on 
all  sides,  on  account  of  its  brevity.  In  my  last  communica- 
tion it  was  proved  that  the  inconsistencies.  &c.  alleoed  to 
exist  between  our  Creed  and  the  doctrines  which  o^ave  rise  to 
our  Church  as  a  separate  branch,  can  never  establish  the  po- 
sition of  the  writer  in  his  efforts  to  show  that  the  Church  has 
renounced  those  doctrines. 

If  it  can  now  be  shown,  in  addition  to  the  refutation  al- 
ready ofiered,  that  the  inconsistencies  and  contradictions, 
claimed  as  the  grounds  of  judgment  by  those  who  contend 
for  them,  cannot  he  established  ;  and  that  by  a  fair  compari- 
son of  those  repudiated  doctrines  with  the  Creed,  the  two  do 
really  harmonize  with  each  other,  the  reader  will  then  feel 
himself  in  possession  of  all  that  he  could  reasonably  ask,  to 
enable  him  to  judge  correctly,  as  to  which  of  us  is  right,  and 
with  whom  is  the  wronor. 

^  "A  Member  of  Bethel  Presbytery,"  in  the  tournament  of 
his  first  essay,  while  employed  in  disposing  of  the  doctrines, 
according  to  the  order  observed  by  the  Assembly,  and  before 
his  vision  had  become  sufiiciently  strengthened  for  the  task 
imposed  upon  it  in  the  dusky  atmosphere  of  that  region, 
where  he  had  undertaken  to  prosecute  his  adventures,  frankly 
confesses  the  doctrine  condemned  by  the  Assembly  meets  him 
in  the  5th  article  of  our  Creed.  Fatal  discovery,  to  one  in 
pursuit  of  a  renouncement !  Nor  does  the  timely  aid  of  his 
"  intelligent  friend,"  (who,  for  aught  I  can  tell,  may  never  be 
beyond  the  reach  of  his  voice  when  he  "calls  for  a  light,") 
sufiiciently  allay  his  fears  on  that  occasion  ;  although,  as  we 
are  informed,  he  had  lent  the  Article  the  transforming  touch  of 
his  magic  hand,  to  reduce  its  alarming  features  into  the  mild- 
er form  of  Standard  orthodoxy.  But  in  his  last  production, 
what  a  comfortable  change  do  we  see  in  the  writer's  condition  ! 
His  fears  on  the  ground  of  inorthodoxy  are  allayed,  and  he  is 
now  satisfied  "that  it  is  capable  of  being  understood  as  teach- 
ing that  the  active  obedience  of  Christ  was  a  constituent  of 
the  Atonement." 

For  this  construction  he  offers  proofs  of  several  kinds,  to 
show  the  strength  of  which,  the  fairest  way  is  to  call  the  Ar- 
ticle before  the  reader,  and  let  him  judge  for  himself  as  we 
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examine  that  part  of  it  which  teaches  what  the  Church  holds 
on  this  most  important  doctrine.  It  is  as  follows:  "The 
Lord  Jesns  took  npon  him  human  natnre,  humbled  himself, 
and  became  obedient  unto  death,  even  the  death  of  the  Cross, 
by  the  sufferins^s  of  which,  he  made  a  full  atonement  for  sin, 
and  purchased  an  everlasting  inheritance  in  heaven,  for  all 
that  the  Father  hath  given  to  iiim ;  hence  the  one  sacrifice  of 
Christ  upon  the  Cross,  is  the  atonement  for  sin,  and  the  merito- 
rious cause  of  our  justifi'^ation  and  acceptance  with  God." 

The  first  thing  here  stated  in  the  conduct  of  our  Redeemer, 
under  the  appointment  of  his  Father,  is,  that  he  took  upon 
himself  human  nature.  This  step  was  essentially  necessary, 
as  a  measure  jiveiparatory^  to  qualify  him  for  making  the 
atonement ;  for  had  he  not  become  man,  he  never  could  have 
represented  us,  nor  yet  have  ofi^ered  himself  a  sacrifice  for  us. 
But  that  which  is  absolutely  necessary  as  a  pre-requisite  to 
afford  the  ability  to  do  a  thing,  can  never  be  made  out  to  be 
the  thing  itself;  hence  the  humanity  of  Christ  was  not  the 
atonement,  nor  yfet  was  his  assumption  of  the  human  nature 
a  constituent  of  it,  but  merely  an  essential  and  pre-requisite 
qiialification  for  the  work,  or  thing  to  be  accomplished. — 
Now,  whatever  character  our  Saviour  exhibited  as  man,  I  un- 
derstand it  to  be  embraced  in  this  clause.  Was  he  holy, 
harmless,  undefiled.  and  separate  from  sinners?  Such  was 
the  human  nature  he  took  upon  him.  Was  he  meek  and  low- 
ly in  heart?  Such  was  the  nature  with  which  he  clothed 
himself  Invested  with  this  pure  humanity,  surely  it  would 
be  the  glory  and  dignity  of  that  nature  to  yield  a  strict  obe- 
dience to  all  the  laws  of  God  enjoined  upon  man,  and  such  a 
spotless  obedience,  so  far  from  humbling  the  human  nature  of 
our  Saviour,  marked  the  glorious  elevation,  to  which  he  alone, 
of  all  born  of  woman,  ever  attained. 

Tlie  next  particular  mentioned  in  the  conduct  of  our  Re- 
deemer, is,  "that  he  humbled  himself ;"  not  by  obeying  the 
laws  of  God,  in  the  active  services  of  his  life,  for  in  so  doing, 
he  had  manifested  the  exalted  character  of  his  humanity,  and 
raised  himself  superior  to  all  the  sons  of  men,  but  by  sub?nit- 
ting  to  he  treated  as  guilty.  Surely,  if  there  be  any  thing 
humbling  to  a  moral  nature,  it  is  that  of  bowing  to  the  charge 
of  guilt,  and  submitting  to  the  inflictions  of  punishment  under 
the  sanctions  of  ofl^ended  law.  None  will  deny  that  the  man 
Christ  Jesus  in  this  sense  humbled  himself  as  our  surety. 
It  then  follows — "and  became  obedient  unto  death,  even  the 
death  of  the  Cross."  The  copulative  and  has  nothing  to  cor- 
respond with  it  ir  the  original,  as  any  one  who  can  read  the 
Greek  Testament  may  see,  by  referring  to  the  passage  as  it 
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Stands  in  Phil.  ii.  8,  whence  if  is  quoted  into  the  Creed;  it 
there  reads  thus  :  genomeiios  npekoos  onechri  thanatoUj 
which  translated,  word  by  word,  is  as  follows:  genomenos, 
becoming — upekoos,  obedient^  or  stcbniission — mechri,  to,  or 
unto — thanatou,  death;  the  words  in  the  connection  will  then 
stand  thus:  Humbled  himself,  becoming  obedient  to  death. — ■ 
Any  person  may  see,  by  following  the  plain  sense  in  the  order 
of  the  words,  that  the  closing  member  of  the  passage,  "  be- 
coming obedient  unto  death,"  &c.,  clearly  explains  what  we 
are  to  understand  by  the  preceding  one,  'Miumbled  himself," 
namely:  Christ  humbled  himself  in  submitting  to  death,  even 
the  death  of  the  Cross ;  showing  that  the  explanation  I  have 
given  to  these  words  in  their  theological  application  above, 
is  fully  supported  by  their  grammatical  meaning  and  con- 
nexion. 

Note. — Our  friend  of  the  Presbytery  informs  us  in  his  criti- 
cism on  the  passage  that  "Any  Lexicographer  will  tell  us  that 
fnechr^i  with  the  genitive,  is  always  expressive  of  measia^e^ 
and  never  of  endurance  ;  that  when  place  is  spoken  of,  it 
signifies  as  far  as  ;  and  when  ti7ne  is  spoken  of,  until.^'' — 
I  suppose,  that  among  the  many  Lexicographers  of  whose  la- 
bors he  has  availed  himself,  he  had  forgotten  Parkhurst,  an 
author  whose  philological  researches  in  Hebrew  and  Greek 
literature,  (and  they  were  of  no  hnmhle  character,)  were  prose- 
cuted with  the  express  design  of  illustrating  the  sacred  text, 
in  the  Greek  and  Hebrew  Scriptures.  This  Lexicographer 
tells  us  that  in  addition  to  time  and  place,  mechri  is  expressive 
of  condition^  and  under  his  third  use  of  the  word,  he  so  ap- 
plies it,  and  translates  it  unto^  referring  at  the  same  time,  to 
the  very  passage  in  Phil,  now  in  hand ;  and  also  to  the  30th 
verse  of  the  same  chapter,  where  it  stands  thus :  "nigh  nnto 
death  ;"  and  likewise  to  2  Tim.  ii.  9  :  "  Even  unto  bonds."  I 
wonder  if  there  be  no  endurance  expressed  by  this  word,  as 
connected  with  the  condition  of  bonds  and  death  !  Walker 
tells  us  that  unto^  the  translation  given  to  mechi^i,  by  those 
who  translated  the  Scriptures,  and 'adopted  by  Parkhurst,  in 
the  passages  above,  was  the  old  word  for  To ;  and  T  very 
much  doubt,  whether  any  one,  whose  mind  has  not  been 
warped  by  a  strained  criticisin  or  ^strong  prejudice,  would 
ever  think  of  understanding  the  Apostle  to  mean  any  thing 
else  than  simply  ^'obedient  to  deaths  Add  to  this  the  au- 
thority of  Macknight,  who,  in  his  translation  of  the  passage, 
renders  the  word  mechri  by  the  preposition  to  ;  and  however 
we  may  esteem  him  as  a  Divine,  his  name  is  allowedly  respect- 
able as  a  Critic. 
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The  next  clause  in  the  Article  is,  "by  the  sufferings  of 
whicfi,  he  made  a  full  atonement  for  sin,  and  purchased  an 
everlastino-  inheritance  in  heaven,  for  all  that  the  Father  hath 
given  to  him."  No  wonder  that  the  brain  of  an  inventive 
criticis??i  was  put  to  the  rack,  to  torture  this  Article  into  the 
mould  of  active  obedience  theology,  in  the  flice  of  such  plain 
language  as  this,  which  almost  dedes  the  dullness  of  idiocy  to 
mistake  its  meaning.  But  let  us  seriously  ask  a  question  or 
two,  to  be  answered  by  common  reason,  and  an  honest  con- 
science. What  does  the  word  which,,  in  the  clause  last  quo- 
ted, refer  to?  To  the  Cross,  certainly.  What  sufferings  are 
those  here  mentioned?  Surely  the  sufferings  of  the  Cross. 
What  did  the  sufferings  of  the  Cross  effect  ?  A  full  atone- 
ment for  sin.  Would  the  atonement  made  by  the  sufferings 
of  the  Cross  have  been  full,  if  active  obedience  had  to  be  an 
essential  element  i;^  the  Atonement?  Clearly  not.  Then 
the  passive  obedience  of  Christ  is  here  taught  as  constituting 
a  full  atonement  for  sin.  What  more  do  we  learn  from  this 
place  ?  That  Christ  by  his  sufferings  on  the  Cross,  not  only 
made  a  full  atonement  for  sin,  but  also  purchased  an  ev^erlast- 
ing  inheritance  in  heaven  for  his  people  ;  thus preclnd in g  the 
notion,  that  while  the  passive  obedience  of  Christ  procures 
our  pardon,  his  active  obedience  purchases  our  title  to  heaven. 
JNothing  can  be  plainer  than  this. 

But  the  concluding  clause  of  the  Article  ends  all  doubt,  viz: 
"Hence,  the  one  sacrifice  of  Christ  upon  the  Cross,  is  the 
atonement  for  sin,  and  the  meritorious  cause  of  our  justifica- 
tion and  acceptance  with  God."  That  there  might  be  left  no 
room  to  mistake  the  doctrine  of  our  Church  on  this  subject, 
the  entire  amount  of  this  Article  on  the  Atonement,  is  sum- 
med up  in  the  conclusion,  and  teaches  in  the  most  concise 
form,  that  the  sufferings  of  Christ  upon  the  Cross  fully  con- 
stitute the  Atonement,  and  those  infinitely  meritorious  suffer- 
ings have  procured  for  believers,  both  their  justification  or 
pardon,  and  their  acceptance  with  God,  or  their  title  to  heaven; 
intending  evidently  to  siiow.  that  there  is  no  place  for  active 
obedience,  as  a  constituent  of  the  Atonement,  both  pardon 
and  acceptance  being  fully  purchased  and  secured  by  the  one 
sacrifice  on  the  Cross.  Thus  our  Creed,  on  this  important 
subject,  has  learned  to  say  with  the  Apostle  Paul :  "  God  for- 
bid that  I  should  glory,  save  in  the  Cross  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ." 

Now,  let  any  one  take  our  Book  of  Discipline,  in  which 
the  Creed  stands  recorded,  and  examine  the  proofs  from  the 
Word  of  God,  annexed  to  establish  this  Article  ;  and  when  he 
has  done,  let  him  if  he  can,  conclude  that  it  is  either  ambigu- 


THE  INDEPENDENT  PRESBYTERIANS.         37 

ous,  or  that  it  teaches  the  active  obedience  doctrine,  or  is  inor- 
thodox,  by  that  Standard  to  which  all  our  Creeds  and  Con- 
fessions ousjht  to  bow. 

As  to  the  doctrine  of  Christ's  passive  obedience  is  so  clear- 
ly and  undeniably  set  forth,  as  the  sfrand^ind  only  atonement 
for  sin,  and  as  the  active  obedience  doctrine  is  evidently 
guarded  out  of  the  article,  on  the  ground  of  the  infinite  full- 
ness and  sufficiency  of  the  blood  of  Christ  alone  to  cleanse 
from  all  sin,  and  entitle  to  all  the  privileges  of  the  sons  of 
God.  this  doctrinal  exponent,  like  the  axiom  in  mathematical 
science,  carries  its  own  evidence  with  it,  and  withers  from  its 
presence  every  proposition  which  might  be  advanced  as  proof 
to  overthrow  it. 

This  being  the  state  of  the  case,  the  inevitable  conclusion 
forced  upon  us  is,  that  the  show  of  proof  made  to  set  aside 
the  natural  meaning  of  the  Article,  must  be  a  tissue  of  sophis- 
try. In  support  of  this  opinion,  let  us  turn  to  the  proofs 
offered  bv  the  writer  whose  positions  I  am  controverting  ;  for, 
although  he  evidently  has  spared  no  pains  to  involve  the 
whole  matter  in  a  labyrinth  of  difficulty,  and  to  follow  him 
throughout  vv^ould  require  a  book  rather  than  a  newspaper 
correspondence,  to  disburthen  the  subject  of  that  mass  of  rub- 
bish which  he  has  heaped  upon  it.  nevertheless,  the  candid 
reader  will  find  nothing  formidable  in  his  proofs,  when  he 
tries  them  to  the  bottom.  The  first  proof  we  find  in  his  Note 
on  the  Article,  and  although  he  terms  it  presumptive,  yet  we 
know  it  requires  something  very  plausible  to  entitle  it  to  that 
weight  itself.  The  proof  is,  that  "this  Article  is  one  of  the 
essential  articles  of  the  Creed,  without  a  belief  in  which,  no 
one  may  commune  with  the  Independents."  Certainly,  if 
any  one  denies  that  Christ  died  on  the  Cross  to  atone  for  sin, 
that  denial,  or  the  not  believing  that  doctrine,  w^ould  exclude 
him  from  our  communion.  But  he  who  holds  to  the  active 
obedience  as  an  element  of  the  Atonement,  does  not  deny 
the  passive  obedience,  but  holds  it  as  well  as  ourselves,  and 
therefore,  has  a  rights  so  far  as  this  doctrine  entitles  him,  to 
commune  with  us.  So  we  see  this  proof  is  without  even  a 
plausibility,  and  must  require  a  good  deal  of  presumption  to 
hold  it  forth  as  a  presumptive  proof  itself 

To  the  next  proof  in  order  he  seems  to  attach  considerable 
importance,  not  that  it  is  exactly  positive  proof,  but  that  he 
judges  there  is  something  in  it,  or  about  it,  that  looks  very 
much  like  positive  proof;  and  perhaps  he  .thought  a  good 
likeness  would  answer  the  purpose  as  well  as  the  original,  in- 
asmuch as  it  was  designed  to  be  one  of  a  group  for  public 
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exhibition.  He  should  however  have  reflected,  that  in  proofs 
and  arg^uments,  the  pubHc  are  not  to  be  imposed  upon  by  a  face 
of  wax.  With  this  proof  he  presents  us,  in  his  analysis  and 
criticism,  the  genuine  value  of  which,  every  one  may  learn 
from  what  has  beeii  offered  above  on  the  sense  of  the  Article, 
and  on  his  critical  observations;  and  I  feel  safe,  while  the 
reader  casts  his  eye  back,  and  runs  over  what  I  have  written 
on  these  particulars,  to  leave  the  strength  of  this  proof  to  be 
settled  by  his  own  understanding ;  and  as  for  the  criticism  in- 
volved in  his  proof,  I  have  no  fear  but  that  the  literary  world 
will  award  him  all  that  is  due  on  the  score  of  philological  acu- 
men and  adroitness. 

Then  comes  his  positive  or  full  proof,  in  the  following 
terms — "  In  this  Article  a  difference  is  made  between  justifi- 
cation and  acceptance  with  God  ;  the  two  terms  cannot  mean 
the  same  thing,  else  in  a  Creed  there  would  be  no  propriety 
in  usi!ig  both."  Well,  let  us  suppose  a  difference  is  made, 
and  that  the  two  terms  do  not  mean  the  same  thing;  what 
is  then  the  true  inference?  Why,  the  Member  of  Presbytery 
tells  us  that  justification  is  synonymous  with  pardon,  procured 
for  us  by  Christ's  sufferance  of  the  penalty  of  the  law — that 
is,  by  his  sufferings  on  the  Cross,  as  I  understand  it.  Yery 
well ;  pardon  is  procured  by  those  sufferings.  To  this  the 
Creed  cannot  object,  for  it  is  its  own  doctrine.  What  else  fol- 
lows in  the  inference?  We  are  farther  told,  that  acceptance 
with  God  is  equivalent  to  a  title  to  heaven.  Well,  let  it  be 
so;  and  how  is  this  title  procured?  Our  Expositor  above 
tells  us — By  Christ's  sufferance  of  the  authority  of  the  law — 
i.  e.  his  active  obedience.  (Now,  it  will  be  noticed  that  here 
is  the  very  soid  of  his  proof.)  Does  the  Creed  say  so?  By 
no  means ;  but  teaches  us  positively,  and  as  plainly  as  words 
can  express  it,  that  the  same  thing  which  procures  our  pardon, 
procures  also  our  title  to  heaven,  viz :  the  SKfferings  of  the 
Cross. 

Here  let  the  Creed  have  leave  to  speak  its  own  meaning, 
in  answer  to  this  man's  gloss ;  it  runs  as  follows — "Hence 
the  one  sacrifice  of  Christ  upon  the  Cross  is  the  atonement 
for  sin,  and  the  meritorious  cause  of  our  justification  and 
acceptance  with  God."  Now,  according  to  this,  what  pro- 
cures our  justification  or  pardon  ?  The  sacrifice  on  the 
Cross.  What  procures  our  acceptance  with  God,  or  our  title 
to  heaven  ?  The  same  thing,  viz  :  the  sacrifice  on  the  Cross. 
What,  nothing  but  the  sufferings  of  the  Cross  for  both  par- 
don and  acceptance  7  So  says  the  Creed.  And  it  seems  a 
pity  that  any  one  should  say  any  thing  else,  and  thereby  im- 
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pliedly  impeach  the  infinitely  meritorious  blood  of  Christ,  onr 
Passover,  with  a  deficiency,  requiring  to  be  made  up  by  ano- 
ther kind  of  obedience. 

But  the  Member  of  Presbytery  told  us,  that  both  active  and 
passive  obedience  were  contemplated  by  the  Creed.  So  he 
did  ;  but  is  it  true?  unless  active  and  passive  mean  the  same 
thing.  But  he  says,  "this  construction  is  not  gratuitous  ;  for 
we  have  Mr.  Davis'  authority  for  it."  I  wonder  if  Mr.  Davis' 
authority  will  prove  a /a/se  construction  to  be  atrueouQl 
Were  I  to  find  it  consenting  to  sucli  an  effort,  I  should,  in- 
dignant at  the  imposition,  whirl  on  my  heel  and  turn  from  it 
in  an  instant.  But  let  us  see  how  Mr.  Davis'  authority  sus- 
tains this  construction.  We  are  told  that  he  stated  the  Cal- 
vin istic  doctrine  in  these  very  terms,  and  then  endeavors  to 
overthrow  it.  Yes,  but  in  so  doing,  he  takes  the  terms  in  their 
separate  application  to  the  two  branches  in  the  atonement^ 
as  contended  for  by  those  whose  views  he  reasoned  against ; 
but  by  no  means  does  he  there  contend  against  the  application 
which  is  made  of  them  in  the  Creed  ;  i.  e.  to  the  sacrifice  on 
the  Cross  solely,  which  every  one  sees  would  be  necessary,  in 
order  that  the  reasoning  in  the  Gospel  Plan  might  bear  with 
the  same  force  ao:ainst  the  Creed,  that  it  does  asfainst  what  our 
writer  calls  the  Calvinistic  doctrine.  It  is  not  with  the  terms 
that  Mr.  Davis  has  the  dispute,  but  with  the  application  of 
them,  as  he  himself  tells  us,  in  the  Gospel  Plan,  p.  422  ;  "The 
dispute,"  says  he,  "  lies  in  the  particular  ground  of  both  f 
those  who  differed  from  him,  teaching  that  pardon  is  by  the 
imputation  of  Christ's  death  ;  and  with  tlie  application  oi  this 
term  Mr.  Davis  agrees ;  but  they  at  the  same  time  teach,  that 
acceptance  is  by  the  imputation  of  the  life  of  Christ.  To  the 
application  of  this  term  ls\x.  Davis  objects ;  for  as  he  had  be- 
fore said,  (Gospel  Plan,  p.  421,)  he  found  that  the  Bible  de- 
clared the  contrary,  and  taught  that  our  boldness  to  enter  into 
the  holiest,  i.  e.  our  acceptance,  is  hy  the  hlood  of  Christ ; 
and  that  by  means  of  death  we  receive  the  promise  of  eternal 
inheritance]  thus  evidently  pointing  to  the  sufferings  of  the 
Cross  as  the  procnring  cause  of  both  our  pardon  and  accept- 
ance with  God,  to  the  entire  exclusion  of  tlie  active  obedience 
branch  from  the  atonement.  But  it  is  asked  by  the  Member 
of  Presbytery,  "  Why  should  they  employ  the  very  terms  that 
Mr.  Davis  objected  to.  if  they  intended  not  to  depart  from  his 
peculiar  views?"  I  answer,  for  the  same  reasons  that  Mr. 
Davis  employed  them,  viz  :  that  by  referring  both  owx pardon 
and  acceptance  to  the  one  sacrifice  of  Christ  on  the  Cross,  as 
their  procuring  cause,  the  doctrine  of  active  obedience  might 
be  clearly  disavowed,  as  making  any  part  of  the  atonement. 
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From  this  it  is  manifest  that  the  construction  put  upon  this 
Article  of  the  Creed,  is  purely  gratuitous  ;  for  the  authority 
of  Mr.  Davis,  so  far  from  supportinor  it^  perfectly  coincides 
with  the  Creed;  and  his  manner  of  disowning  the  active  obe- 
dience doctrine,  seems  to  be  the  prototype  itself  of  the  form 
employed  in  that  instrument,  for  the  same  purpose.  So  much 
for  his  full  proof  construction. 

But  this  invincible  battalion  of  Proofs  was  commissioned, 
in  its  desolating  career,  to  explode  from  the  faith  of  the  Inde- 
pendents, another  of  th.e  condemned  docUme^,  viz:  "that  obe- 
dience to  the  Moral  Law  was  not  required,  as  the  condition  of 
the  covenant  of  works  ;"  but  unfortunately  for  the  embattled 
host,  before  it  reached  the  citadel  of  attack,  it  has  met  the  fate 
of  certain  other  Invincibles,  recorded  in  the  annals  of  our 
country's  history,  and  is  fallen  without  the  rampart.  The 
Creed  does  not  teach  the  doctrine  of  active  obedience,  as  is 
now  fairly  and  fully  settled,  and  therefore,  the  doctrine  con- 
cernino-  the  covenant  of  works,  is  not  disavowed  by  the  In- 
dependents. 

In  fine,  what  opinion  must  impartial  people  form  of  the 
spirit  and  ai?n  of  a  Christian  brother,  who  plunges  lieadlong 
into  the  wide  field  of  invention,  for  the  purpose  of  manufac- 
turing arguments  from  the  features  of  every  shadoio  that 
mio^ht  seem  to  join  cause  with  him.  in  a  crusade  against  the 
plain  meaning  of  one  of  the  plainest  instruments?  He  was 
careful  to  interrogate  me,  by  implication,  on  the  subject  of 
Christian  charity,  to  which  I  might  reply,  in  the  words  of 
the  Grecian  sage,  "  Gnothe  Seauton,"  Know  thyself.  And 
perhaps  it  would  do  neither  him  nor  me  any  harm,  if  we  both 
had  more  of  the  spirit  of  Christ.  My  prayer  is  that  each  of  us 
may. 

At  the  close  of  this  memorable  Note  of  proofs,  the  writer 
hangs  to  the  finger  of  an  Index^  a  taunting-  sneer,  in  these 
terms,  '•  This  is  the  Creed  in  which  there  has  been  no  change 
for  30  years  !"  Yes,  Mr.  Editor,  be  it  known  to  that  brother, 
this  is  the  very  Creed  which,  like  a  cliff  in  the  storm-wrought 
sea,  undiminished  and  unshaken,  has  stood  for  30  years,  as 
the  beacon  guide  to  the  doctrinal  course  of  our  little  Church, 
tossed  in  the  rockings  of  many  a  storm,  and  which  being  based, 
as  we  believe,  on  tiie  everlasting  foundation  of  inspired  Truth, 
will  never  cease  to  cheer  and  direct  our  way,  until  we  gain 
our  destination  in  that  haven,  where,  in  the  grand  catastrophe 
of  time,  all  the  sisterhood  of  evangelical  Churches  shall  ride 
harmoniously  together  in  the  harbor  of  eternal  rest. 

An  Independent  Presbyterian. 

[to  be  continued.] 
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The  preceding  article  was  not  admitted  into  the  Observer, 
but  in  its  stead  the  following  editorial  appeared  : 

To  Correspondents. 

We  have  lying  on  our  table  three  communications,  all  post ' 
marked  Yorkville.  The  first  under  the  signature  of  "An  Inde- 
pendent Presbyterian,"  whom  we  recognize  as  our  former 
correspondent  of  that  title,  briefly  stating  that  circumstances 
had  prevented  him  from  noticing  the  last  production  of  "A 
Member  of  Bethel  Presbytery."  The  second,  also  under 
the  same  signature,  but  in  a  different  hand,  and  though  speak- 
ing as  though  he  were  the  identical  ^'Simon  Pure ;"  we  have, 
notwithstanding,  our  doubts  in  the  matter.  And  the  third  un- 
der the  signature  of  "A  Citizen  of  York  District ;"  a  lady,  we 
should  judge,  not  only  from  the  hand,  but  from  the  effort  to 
reverse  the  shields  of  the  two  champions,  in  a  combat  which, 
the  longer  it  continues,  the  more  deeply  it  excites  and  divides 
that  community,  without  the  slightest  prospect  of  being  pro- 
ductive of  the  least  benefit.  And  we  confess  that  we  are  very 
much  of  the  same  opinion.  We  have  permitted  "  An  Inde- 
pendent Presbyterian"  and  "A  Member  of  Bethel  Presbytery," 
each  to  appear  twice ;  and  as  the  controversy  is  rather  a  local 
one,  we  do  not  see  any  advantage  in  givinof  it  any  greater  no- 
toriety. It  may  be  proper  however  to  remark  that,  strictly 
speaking,  no  union  between  the  Independent  Presbyterians 
and  the  Presbytery  of  Bethel  has  been  sought — that  Bethel 
Presbytery  merely  aimed  at  having  the  obstacles  removed 
which  had  barred  them  from  occasional  intercommunion  with 
the  Independents,  otherwise  known  as  the  followers  of  Wm. 
C.  Davis ;  and  from  the  manner  in  which  the  subject  was 
brought  before  the  last  meeting  of  Synod,  we  are  certain  that 
no  motives  but  that  of  charity  and  good  will,  prompted  the 
delegation  from  Bethel  Presbytery  in  the  premises.  As  no 
offence  was  intended,  we  presume  that  none  would  have  been 
taken,  had  the  motives  been  properly  understood. 

Ed.  Obs. 


When  the  paper  containing  this  Editorial  came  to  hand,  1 
wrote  the  Editor  as  follows  : 

Mr.  Editor^ — I  perceive  from  the  Observer  of  Saturday  last,, 
that  two  communications  from  me  lie  on  your  table  for  publi- 
cation, in  the  one  first  transmitted,  you  seem  to  recognize 
your  former  correspondent,  "An  Independent  Presbyterian ;" 
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but  in  the  latter,  you  are  led  to  doubt  whether  the  writer  be 
the  "identical  Simon  Pure."  Mr.  Editor,  I  should  scorn  to 
practice  an  imposition  either  on  you  or  on  the  public,  and  am 
sorry  that  you  should  intimate  it. 

A  word  will  fully  explain  the  matter.  When  preparing 
communications  for  your  paper,  on  closing  each  piece,  I  have 
invariably,  with  but  one  exception,  handed  it  over  to  a  friend 
near  me  to  transcribe  for  the  press ;  and  that  exception  is 
found  in  the  first  of  the  two  pieces  of  which  you  speak.  You 
know  that  piece  to  be  but  little  more  than  a  Note,  assign- 
inof  reasons  for  a  delay  in  the  progress  of  my  correspondence, 
and  promising  a  continuance,  with  my  reasons  for  it.  Now, 
sir,  this  short  article  is  in  my  own  hand,  and  it  is  the  only  one 
of  all  over  my  sis^nature  that  is  so.  Please  compare  all  the 
pieces  together,  and  before  this  you  have  four  from  me  in  your 
possession,  besides  the  short  one.  and  you  cannot  fail  to  re- 
■"cognize  the  same  hand  in  all  the  four.  (One  piece  had  been 
mailed,  but  had  not  left  the  office,  and  was  taken  out,  when 
the  paper  containing  the  editor's  refusal  to  publish  came  to 
hand.)  This  Utile  messenger  I  could  and  did  despatch,  with- 
out feeling  it  necessary  to  trouble  my  friend  with  the  business 
of  transcribing,  as  on  former  occasions,  and  as  I  have  since 
found  it  convenient  to  do.  This,  sir,  accounts  for  the  differ- 
ence in  the  hand-writing,  to  which  you  refer  with  so  much 
suspicion.  Of  this  be  assured,  the  productions  themselves  are 
those  of  on€.  and  one  only. 

I  have  said  to  you  in  a  former  communication,  Mr.  Editor, 
that  the  community  have  a  right  to  know  the  truth  in  the 
matter  involved  in  this  controversy  between  our  friend  of  the 
Presbytery  and  myself;  and  I  still  desire,  to  the  utmost  of  my 
ability,  to  help  the  public  to  a  knowledge  of  the  truth.  But 
should  the  matter  now  before  them  be  dropped  just  where  it  is, 
the  reasonable  expectation  of  the  people  must  be  disappointed, 
and  their  claims  entirely  defeated.  A  result  like  thisl  cannot  but 
deprecate.  Hence,  I  am  sorry,  kind  sir,  that  you  intimate  an 
unwillingness  to  lend  us  the  medium  of  your  columns  any 
farther;  and,  especially  do  I  regret  it  at  the  present  stage  of 
the  debate.  Allow  me  once  more  to  ask  a  continuance,  should 
it  at  all  comport  with  your  views  of  propriety  to  grant.  But 
should  it  be  otherwise  with  you,  and  should  your  sense  of  du- 
ty urge  you  to  remain  inflexible,  I  have  not  a  word  more,  but 
grateful  for  your  past  kindness,  must  bid  you  farewell,  with  the 
request  that  this  short  article  be  allowed,  at  least,  to  appear  in 
your  next,  whilst  I  seek  another  medium  through  which  to 
address  the  people.     Adieu  for  the  present,  dear  Brother. 

An  Independent  Presbyterian. 
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In  reference  to  the  above  article,  the  editor  published  the 
following : 

To  Correspondents. 

We  made  an  effort,  a  week  or  two  since,  to  arrest  a  contro- 
versy that  was  pending^  between  "An  Independent  Presbyte- 
rian," and  "A  Member  of  Bethel  Presbytery  ;"  but  from  notes 
received  from  them  both,  it  would  appear  that  we  have  not  as 
yet  succeeded  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  parties  concerned. — 
From  the  dissimilarity  in  the  hand-writino^of  two  pieces  under 
the  sio-nature  of  "An  Independent  Presbyterian,"  we  perhaps 
too  hastily  inferred  that  they  were  from  two  different  sources  ; 
whereas  it  now  appears,  that  the  one  was  in  his  own  hand  wri- 
ti  nor,  and  tlie  other  in  the  hand-writing- of  a  friend,  who  copied 
it  for  him.  The  "Member  of  Bethel  Presbytery"  expresses  him- 
self as  perfectly  willino-,  nay  more  than  willinsf,  even  anxious, 
that  we  should  admit  the  rejoinder  of  "An  Independent  Pres- 
byterian," as  the  conclusion  of  the  discussion.  But  three  full 
sheets  of  foolscap,  pretty  closely  written,  and  concluding  with 
the  ominous  words,  '-to  be  co?iti?ined"  after  both  the  parties 
had  been  twice  fully  heard,  and  after  assurances  from  another 
Quarter  that  the  discussion,  instead  of  harmonizinof,  was  actual- 
ly  dividing  the  community,  presented  a  very  strong  reason 
why  we  should  decline  publishitior  any  further  communica- 
tions on  the  subject.  There  was  still  another  reason — the  ir- 
relevancy of  the  greater  part  of  the  discussions  to  the  point  at 
issue.  The  question,  it  seems  to  us,  is  one  of  fact  rather  than 
of  argument.  It  is  simply  whether  the  Independent  Presby- 
terians retain  those  views  of  doctrine  which  the  General  As- 
sembly, thirty  years  ago,  condemned  as  unsound.  "A  Mem- 
ber of  Bethel  Presbytery"  has  attempted  to  prove  that  they  do 
not,  but  that  they  have  virtually,  if  not  formally,  renounced 
them.  "An  Independent  Presbyterian,"  on  the  contrary,  main- 
tains that  there  has  been  no  change  in  their  doctrine.  And  if 
he  had  confined  himself  purely  to  this  question,  without  at- 
tempting to  prove  from  the  Scriptures — to  which  every  sect 
alike  appeals^ — the  truth  of  their  standards — we  might  possibly 
have  admitted  his  articles,  as  in  that  case  it  could  have  been 
divested  of  its  irrelevant  matter,  and  greatly  abbreviated. — 
(D3^  This  was  not  the  first  time  that  we  were  refused  the 
liberty  of  appealing  to  the  Bible  for  the  truth  of  our  doctrines.) 

Our  object  is  to  study  the  things  that  make  for  peace,  and 
those  things  whereby  one  may  edify  another.  At  a  distance 
from  the  scene,  we  think  it  probable  that,  in  the  origin  of  the 
controversy,  there  may  have  been  on  the  one  side  too  much 
obstinacy,  and  on  the  other  too  little  forbearance — and  that  in 
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the  course  of  thirty  years  there  may  have  been  modifications 
of  views  and  feelings,  which  bring  them  actually  nearer  to- 
gether than  some  of  their  leaders  may  suppose.  The  testi- 
mony which  we  have  lieard  from  those  whom  we  regard 
as  competent  witnesses,  is  to  that  effect.  And  it  seems  a  pity 
that  the  breach  which  appeared  almost  ready  to  be  closedj 
should  be  opened  afresh  by  means  of  a  word  which,  we  are  con- 
fident, was  not  used  in  the  way  of  reproach.  Ed.  Obs. 


The  following  communication  having  been  prepared  before 
the  writer  knew  that  the  press  was  closed  against  the  further 
prosecution  of  the  discussion,  is  like  the  preceding,  addressed 
to  the  Editor  of  the  Observer  for  publication  ;  and  is  inserted 
here,  that  it  may  connect  with  what  follows  in  vindication  of 
the  doctrines  in  dispute,  and  of  our  relation  to  them. 

For  the  Charleston  Observer. 

Next  in  the  order  of  doctrines,  of  which  the  publick  are  told 
we  have  made  a  renouncement,  is  the  following,  viz  ;  "That 
obedience  to  the  moral  law  was  not  required  as  the  condition 
of  the  covenant  of  works."  The  Apologist  for  the  Presbyte- 
ry, in  his  first  piece,  neither  finds  the  doctrine  stated,  nor  in  any 
form  alluded  to  in  our  creed,  and  as  it  seems  not  to  be  involv- 
ed, concludes  the  doctrine  must  be  rejected,  or  at  least  not  re- 
garded as  necessary  to  our  system.  I  have  already  assigned 
reasons,  why  it  was  neither  necessary  nor  expedient  that 
those  doctrines  be  enumerated  among  the  articles  of  the 
Creed.  But  in  his  last  production,  from  the  acquisition  of  new 
light,  whilst  examining  the  article  on  the  Atonement,  as  sub- 
jected to  the  ordeal  oi critical  ^\\d  analytical  scxwimY^  he  finds 
himself  able  to  grasp  the  conclusion,  that  "The  Independents, 
in  opposition  to  errors  of  Mr.  Davis,  believe  the  moral  law 
was  in  the  condition  of  the  covenant  of  works."  The  sole 
ground  on  which  he  bases  this  conclusion  is,  that  the  article 
under  investigation  teaches  the  active -obedience  of  Christ  as  a 
constituent  of  the  Atonement. 

To  disprove  that  construction,  I  have  required  of  the  article 
to  give  an  auto-explanation  of  its  own  meaning,  and  in  con- 
nexion, have  taken  some  notice  of  his  criticism,  fi'om  attention 
to  all  of  which,  I  feel  assured  any  one  who  is  desirous  of 
knowing  what  the  creed  sets  forth  on  the  Atonement,  cannot 
fail  to  come  at  the  truth,  which  doubtless  is  this,  that  the  pas- 
sive obedience  of  Christ,  or  the  sufferings  of  the  cross,  consti- 
tutes the  entire  atonement  for  sin.  The  ground  on  which  he 
rests  his  conclusion,  being  thus  utterly  removed,  the  conclu- 
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sion,  viz :  that  the  Independents,  in  opposition  to  error  2,  of 
Mr.  Davis,  <fec.,  of  course  goes  with  it ;  and  its  opposition 
stands  just  where  it  has  stood  for  more  than  30  years,  i,  e.  still 
holds  its  place  in  the  number  of  doctrines  originally  and  pub- 
licly avowed,  by  our  people,  and  for  the  support  of  which,  the 
church  was  forced  to  take  an  open  and  separate  stand,  in  the 
face  of  the  strong  current  of  opposition  which  then  disputed 
her  progress  at  every  step,  and  from  the  position  then  assumed, 
she  has  never  swerved  to  this  day,  the  judgment  of  Bethel 
Presbytery,  and  the  labors  of  its  member  to  vindicate  that  judg- 
ment, to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

The  Independents  do  not  believe  that  the  moral  law  was 
the  condition  of  the  covenant  of  works  ;  first,  because  the  Bi- 
ble does  not  say  so,  but  on  the  contrary  teaches  expressly  that 
the  fruit  of  the  tree  in  the  midst  of  the  garden  was  the  condi- 
tion— thus  :  "Thou  shalt  not  eat  of  it :  for  in  the  day  that 
thou  eatest  thereof  thou  shalt  surely  die."  2ndly.  Because,  to 
have  made  both  the  moral  law,  and  the  forbidden  fruit,  the 
condition  of  the  covenant,  must  have  been  to  make  the  terms 
of  life  much  harder  than  they  would  have  been,  had  either 
the  moral  law  alone,  or  the  forbidden  fruit  alone,  been  the  con- 
dition ;  and  thus  the  risk  of  breaking  the  covenant,  and  losing 
all,  would  have  been  doubled,  without  any  reason  or  necessity 
for  it,  seeing  the  one  condition,  simple  and  alone,  would  have 
been  fully  sufficient  to  answer  the  end  contemplated  by  the 
wisdom  and  goodness  of  God  in  the  covenant,  namely  :  The 
confirmation  of  Adam  and  his  posterity  in  a  state  of  holiness 
and  happiness  for  ever  ;  and  such  the  Bible  tells  us  was  really 
the  case,  for  we  are  there  informed  that  the  forbidden  fruit 
(and  nothing  is  named  but  that)  was  the  simple  condition  of 
the  covenant.  3dly.  Because,  to  make  the  moral  law,  which 
is  in  its  nature  eternally  binding,  to  be  the  condition  of  the 
covenant,  is  to  make  that  to  be  a  condition  which  never  could 
possibly  be  fulfilled,  because  the  obligation  to  keep  the  moral 
law  is  onward  to  eternity,  and  this  being  the  condition,  would 
have  rendered  it  forever  impossible  for  Adam  to  have  been 
confirmed,  as  our  federal  head  and  representative,  in  the  bless- 
ings of  the  covenant ;  and  thus  the  condition  would  have 
completely  defeated  the  end  of  its  own  institution.  The  read- 
er may  see  this  subject  treated  at  length  in  the  Gospel  Plan. 
I  have  now  shown  that  the  proof  for  the  rejection  of  this  doc- 
trine is  invalid,  because  it  is  groundless,  and  I  have  then  offer- 
ed some  reasons  why  the  Independents  believejthat  the  moral 
law  was  not  the  condition  of  the  covenant  of  works. 

We  proceed  in  the  next  place  to  consider  the  3d  doctrine  in 
the  Assembly's  list,  which  is  this.  '-'God  himself  is  as  firmly 
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bound  in  duty  (not  obedience)  to  his  creatures,  as  his  creatures 
are  bound  in  obedience,  or  duty,  to  him;  and  God's  will  is  not 
the  standard  of  ri.ffht  and  wronof."  The  Assembly  did  not  con- 
demn these  sentiments  as  contrary  to  the  confession  of  faith, 
but  only  that  the  mode  in  which  they  are  expressed,  is  unhap- 
py, and  calculated  to  mislead  the  reader. 

The  Member  of  Presbytery  tells  us,  that  the  error  to  which 
the  phraseoloory  might  lead,  is  carefully  sfnarded  ao^ainst  in  our 
Creed,  for  in  Art.  7,  it  is  said,  "Holiness  is  a  special  command 
of  God:  Be  ye  holy  for  lam  holy."  "This  is,"  continues  he, 
"the  only  reason  assigned  or  hinted  at,  in  the  whole  creed, 
why  holiness  is  obligatory  upon  man;  God's  will,  therefore, 
according  to  the  creed,  is  the  only  standard  of  right  and 
wrong."  The  error  to  which  the  advocate  for  the  Presbytery 
seems  to  think  Mr.  Davis'  phraseology  might  lead,  is,  that 
God's  will  is  not  the  standard  of  right  and  wrong  to  us ;  and 
that  consequently,  the  article  referred  to,  containing  God's 
command  to  us  to  be.  holy,  stands  in  direct  opposition  to  that 
error,  and  involves  its  rejection  by  the  church.  But  if,  by  a 
fair  and  careful  consideration  of  what  Mr.  Davis  has  written 
on  this  subject,  it  be  fully  evident  that  he  never  taught  nor  in- 
tended to  teach  that  doctrine,  (and  one  which  I  consider  to  be 
an  errror,)  and  that  his  mode  of  expression,  when  duly  consi- 
dered in  reference  to  what  his  arguments  were  employed  to  es- 
tablish, (and  surely  this  is  the  only  fair  way  of  construing  a 
man's  words  and  phrases,)  is  not  calculated  to  mislead  the 
reader,  that  is,  to  lead  him  into  this  error ;  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  that  both  the  drift  of  his  arguments  and  the  language 
houses  are  calculated  and  designed  to  establish  this  point, 
viz :  that  the  will  of  God  is  not  the  standard  of  right  and 
wrong  by  which  his  own  conduct  is  directed  ;  it  hence  must 
follow  that  if  our  church  ever  held  the  error  in  question,  it  did 
not  receive  it  from  the  writings  of  Mr.  Davis,  and  there  is  no 
other  ground  on  which  the  charge  could  be  established.  Now, 
let  any  one  read  Mr.  Davis'  reasoning  on  this  subject,  as  laid 
in  the  first  and  second  chapters  of  his  3d  Book  in  the  Gospel 
Plan,  and,  in  connexion,  let  him  refer  to  the  answer  given  to 
the  36th  Question  of  his  Catechism,*  and  he  cannot  fail  to  see 
that  the  object  of  the  author  is  to  show  tliat  the  absolute  will 
of  the  Deity  is  not  the  ultimate  standard  of  right  and  wrong,  by 
which  his  own  divi?ie  procedureis  directed  and  regulated,  but 
that  as  regards  his  oicn  conduct^  the  eternal  and  necessary 
principles  of  moral   rectitude  or  excellence,  are  the  ultimate 


*  The  question  is  this:  "Is  not  the  will  of  God  itself  the  only  infallible  rule 
of  rectitude  1    Answer — //  is  to  us,  but  not  to  God." 
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Standard  of  both  his  choice  and  action  ;  and  hence,  that  both  the 
will  and  the  conduct  of  the  Divine  Being,  are  infinitely  excel- 
lent and  holy.  He  will  also  see,  that  the  same  author  teacli- 
es,  that  the  will  of  God  is  the  only  standard  of  right  and 
wrong  to  us,  and  consequently  the  only  rule  to  direct 
and  govern  the  choice  and  the  conduct,  or  the  heart  and 
the  life  of  every  human  behig,  and  by  a  conformity  to  which 
we  become  holy,  because  the  will  of  God  is  mfinitely  excel- 
lent and  holy. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  must  be  plain  to  every  person  who 
thinks  at  all  upon  the  matter,  that  as  the  Assembly  did  not 
condemn  the  doctrine  that  '-God's  will  is  not  the  standard  of 
right  and  wrong,"  as  regards  his  oion  conduct,  but  that  the 
eternal  and  unchangeable  principles  of  moral  rectitude  are 
that  standard  ;  and  seeing  that  as  regards  mankind,  the  wnll 
of  God  is  the  only  infallible  rule  or  standard  of  rectitude  to 
them,  and  as  this  is  taught  by  Mr.  Davis,  and  acknowledged 
on  all  hands,  where  is  that  error  found,  which  this  7th  article 
of  our  Creed  is  said  to  contradict?  Not  in  the  Gospel  Plan,  for 
it  is  not  taught  there — not  in  Mr.  Davis'  Catechism,  for  in 
that  it  is  plainly  disavov/ed — (See  answer  to  the  question  be- 
low,)— there  then  remains  but  one  other  place  for  us  to  examine 
in  search  of  it,  and  that  is  Mr.  Davis'  mode,  manner,  or  style  of 
expressing  his  sentiments. 

On  the  sentiments  themselves,  the  Assembly  pass  no  sen- 
tence of  condemnation,  nor  even  of  disapprobation,  but  they 
simply  judge  the  'inode  in  which  he  e^/j^^e^^e^  himself  to  be 
"unhappy,  and  calculated  to  mislead  the  reader."  Now,  from 
all  that  the  Assembly  says  on  the  matter,  how  can  any  man 
tell  what  the  mistake  was,  into  which  they  feared  the  reader 
would  be  led  ?  It  could  not  have  been  that  theyfeared  the  reader 
would  be  led  to  believe  and  embrace  the  doctrine  in  hand,  for 
they  had  not  decided  it  to  be  bad  doctrine.  Nor  yet  could  it 
have  been,  by  any/afr  rule  of  inference,  a  dread  that  the  read- 
er should  be  led  to  embrace  the  error,  that  "the  will  of  God  is 
not  the  standard  of  right  and  wrong,"  as  concerns  human  obli- 
tion  ;  for  of  this  Mr.  Davis  had  not  been  treating,  but  only  of 
the  rule,  w^hereby  the  Divine  Being  regulated  his  own  ac- 
tions ;  and  it  would  be  unfair  to  involve  a  subject  in  the  con- 
clusion, which  had  not  been  embraced  in  the  preniises,  and 
the  Assembly  had  more  wisdom  than  to  do  so.  As  another 
reason  why  this  could  not  have  been  the  mistake  to  which  the 
Assembly  feared  the  phraseology  might  lead,  they  must  have 
known,  if  well  acquainted  with  Mr.  Davis'  Book,  that  through- 
out the  whole  of  it,  he  insisted  on  the  will  of  God,  as  made 
known  to   us  in  the  Scriptures,  as  being  the  only  rule  and 
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Standard  for  the  government  of  both  our  sentiments  and  con- 
duct; and  as  an  evidence  of  it  at  the  moment,  plead  for  the 
■will  of  God  in  the  Bible,  to  be  the  standard  whereby  to  decide 
on  his  oion  sentiments^  as  accountable  to  God  and  his  breth- 
ren for  them,  by  that  rule,  and  that  one  only.  From  all  this  it 
appears  that  we  have  nothing  tangible,  by  which  to  arrive  with 
any  kind  of  certainty,  at  the  mistake  or  mistakes,  error  or  er- 
rors, to  which  the  Assembly  alluded  ;  and  as  to  the  one  fixed 
upon  by  the  Member  of  Presbytery,  who  does  not  see  that  it  is 
a  mere  matter  of  gratuitous  adoption  on  his  part,  merely  for 
the  purpose  of  setting  up  a  doctrinal  somethings  to  which  our 
creed  would  be  a  contradiction,  as  inconsistejicies  and  con- 
tradictiojis  are  the  rage  with  him. 

Doctrine  4th.  "God  could  not  make  Adtim  nor  any  other 
creature  either  holy  or  unholy."  To  understand  satisfacto- 
rily the  doctrine  here  advanced,  let  us  inquire,  in  what  does 
the  holiness  of  an  intelligent  or  a  moral  agent  consist?  Cer- 
tainly in  the  choice  of  the  mind,  or  the  exercise  of  the  will, 
approbating  what  is  morally  right,  and  leading  to  a  complai- 
sancy  or  delight  in  the  object  of  choice.  For  instance,  for 
the  will  to  make  choice  of  God,  because  he  is  infinitely  ex- 
cellent and  lovely,  and  as  a  consequence  of  that  choice,  to  rest 
and  delight  in  him,  is  the  only  thing  which  can  constitute  any 
creature  holy,  whether  it  be  man  or  angel ;  and  every  intelli- 
gent creature  that  thus  chooses  God,  is  holy^  and  every  one 
that  does  not,  is  itnholy  ;  this  will  not  be  disputed.  Hence, 
holiness  consists  in  the  choice  of  that  which  is  morally  ex- 
cellent. Now,  choice  is  not  the  subject  of  creative  power. 
God,  by  creative  power,  gave  to  Adam  the  will,  as  a  faculty 
necessary  to  complete  the  soul,  but  it  would  be  impossible  for 
him  to  create  the  choice  of  the  will,  because,  from  its  very 
nature,  it  can  be  produced  only  by  motives  and  arguments 
addressed  to  the  mind.  How  then  is  it  possible  for  God  to 
create  holiness,  when  its  very  nature  and  essence  consist  in 
the  choice  of  the  soul  embracing  that  which  is  morally  good? 
Hence  the  truth  of  the  doctrine  is  evident,  that  God  could  not 
create  Adam  or  any  other  creature  either  holy  or  unholy,  for 
it  is  impossible  for  choice,  either  good  or  bad,  to  be  created  at 
all ;  the  only  way  it  can  be  produced  is  by  the  influence  of 
motive  and  argument.  The  question  may  now  be  asked,  how 
and  when  did  Adam  become  holy?  God,  by  an  act  of  his 
creative  power,  breathed  into  him  the  breath  of  life,  and  he 
thus  became  a  living  soul,  but  to  make  him  holy,  an  opera- 
tion of  another  kind  was  necessary  ;  he  must  conduct  in  such 
way  toward  his  creature,  as  to  operate  on  his  will,  and  produce 
a  choice,  and  the  motives  to  effect  the  choice,  must  be  of  such 
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a  nature  as  to  lead  to  that  which  is  morally  good,  and  so,  by 
the  act  itself^  to  constitute  the  creature  choosing,  a  holy  crea- 
ture. Nor  is  it  hard  to  conceive  of  Adam's  having  become 
holy  in  this  very  way :  nay,  it  is  rather  difficult  to  avoid 
adopting  this  as  the  precise  mode  of  the  Divine  economy  in 
the  garden  of  Eden.  To  survey  the  first  of  our  race,  in  the 
first  moments  of  his  conscious  existence,  as  robed  in  inno- 
cence he  stood  in  the  immediate  presence  of  his  Creator,  and 
gazed  on  the  moral  excellence  and  glory  of  God,  forces  on  our 
minds  the  conclusion,  that  the  charms  of  the  divine  perfec- 
tions sweetly  and  irresistibly,  speaking  on  moral  principles, 
drew  forth  and  fixed  his  choice  in  the  Divine  Being,  and  thus 
constituted  Adam  a  holy  man.  Then  in  the  garden  of  Eden, 
before  the  fruit  of  the  tree  was  prohibited,  before  Eve  was 
formed,  Adam  beheld,  and  maintained  holy  converse  with  his 
Creator,  and  was,  as  the  Creed  declares,  in  a  state  of  innocen- 
cy  and  holiness  before  he  ate  the  forbidden  fruit.  To  deny 
that  this  state  of  thingfs  existed  before  tlie  eating  of  the  for- 
bidden  fruit,  is  to  say,  that  Adam,  for  some  time  after  he  was 
'  created,  had  no  knowledge  of  God,  and  consequently  no 
knowledge  of  moral  right,  and  as  he  did  no  evil,  neither  could 
he  do  any  good ;  but  as  respects  moral  principles,  feelings 
and  conduct,  was  not  a  whit  superior  to  the  ass  that  brayed  in 
his  ear,  or  the  worm  that  crawled  at  his  feet,  and  so  continued 
to  be,  until  the  moment  he  put  forth  his  hand  to  the  for- 
bidden fruit.  If  this  is  any  thing  above  an  unscriptural,  an 
unreasonable,  and  a  ofrovellino:  idea.  I  confess  I  am  much  at 
fault  in  judging  of  the  case  ;  nor  does  the  idea  receive  the  least 
countenance  from  the  doctrine  with  which  this  article  of  the 
Creed  is  said  to  be  at  war.  The  4th  article  of  our  Creed,  as 
also  the  7th  article  of  the  same,  are  considered  by  the  Apolo- 
gist for  the  Presbytery,  to  contain  doctrines  inconsistent  with 
the  following  doctrine,  (which  has  been  mentioned  above,) 
viz :  that  "  God  could  not  make  Adam  or  any  other  creature 
either  holy  or  unholy."  His  reasons  for  their  inconsistency 
are,  that  in  the  Creed,  Adam  is  represented  as  being  in  a  state 
of  innocency  and  holiness  before  he  ate  the  forbidden  fruit. 
No  dispute  of  that  point  of  doctrine  from  any  quarter  that 
I  know  of:  T  have  no  dispute  with  it;  the  worthy  Member 
himself  would  not  controvert  it,  and  Mr.  Davis,  as  all  his 
readers  know,  teaclies  it  from  beginning  to  end  of  his  Book.- 
But  does  that  prove  that  Adam's  holiness  was  created  ?  It  has 
been  already  shown  that  this  could  not  be  done,  and  at  the' 
same  time,  the  manner  in  which  our  first  parent  was  made, 
or  caused  to  be  holy,  and  that  too  before  he  ate  the  forbidden 
fi^it^  has  been  presented  in  a  point  of  light  which  seems  to 
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comport  with  both  reason  and  Scripture  ;  and  here  there  is  no 
discrepancy  between  the  Creed  and  the  reprobated  doctrine. 
Again,  Adam's  descendants  are  represented  in  the  Creed,  as 
being  by  the  imputation  of  the  guilt  of  his  sin,  not  only  in  a 
state  of  condemnation,  but  also  of  depravity.  Here  again,  as 
in  the  other  particular  referred  to-  I  know  of  no  one  to  dis- 
pute with  the  Creed.  But  the  writer,  commenting  in  pursuit 
oi  inconsistencies^  6^c.  would  havens  beUeve,  (as  we  learn 
more  especially  from  his  last  piece,)  that  the  horrible  error  of 
our  founder,  writes  down  the  state  of  Adam,  previous  to  the 
fall,  to  have  been  one  of  mere  innocency,  and  not  of  holiness  at 
all.  Verily  he  would  lead  us  to  suppose,  from  the  viev/s  he  gives 
us,  that  if  himself  has  read  the  Gospel  Plan,  it  has  either 
been  50  long  agoXh?ii  he  has  forgotten  its  contents,  or  so  very 
recently  and  cursorily,  that  his  mind  had  not  the  opportunity 
to  take  in  and  dio^est  their  sense  and  meaninof.  The  :xecu- 
tion  of  the  sentence,  "  Thou  shalt  die,"  involved  the  whole 
race  in  a  state,  not  only  of  condemnation,  but  also  of  depravi- 
ty, both  of  which  flow  directly  from  the  first  transgression, 
without  in  any  way  involving  the  absurdity,  that  God,  by  an 
act  of  creative  power,  infused  holiness  into  Adam,  or  by  the 
same  almighty  energy,  created  a  holy  principle  in  him, 
and  thus  made  him  holy,  which  view  seems  to  he  the  indis- 
pensable postulate  in  the  hypothesis  of  the  Member  of  Pres- 
bytery, relative  to  the  intent  and  meaning  of  this  article  of  the 
Creed,  in  order  that  it  might  stand  arrayed  in  contradiction 
to  the  doctrine  condemned  by  the  Assembly.  But  the  Creed 
says,  "  Holiness  is  wrought  in  us  by  the  Holy  Spirit."  What, 
created  in  us  by  an  act  of  omnipotence  !  IN  either  reason,  the 
Creed,  nor  the  Bible  will  admit  of  such  a  construction  ;  for 
impossibilities  are  known  to  neither  of  them.  We  learn  from 
the  Bible,  that  when  a  sinner  believes  in  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
the  Spirit  of  God.  enters  into  his  heart,  to  sanctify  or  make  the 
believer  hol}^,  not  by  creating  new  faculties  in  the  soul,  bQt 
by  giving  the  faculties  which  he  already  possesses  a  direction 
in  their  exercise  toward  God  and  things  morally  excellent, 
which  is  done  by  opening  up,  or  displaying  to  the  soul,  the 
beauty  and  moral  loveliness  of  the  Divine  character,  and  the 
laws  of  God ;  so  that  the  will  of  the  believer  is  influenced 
by  the  motives  presented,  to  choose  God,  and  delight  in  him 
and  his  laws,  just  as  was  the  case  with  Adam  when  he  became 
holy  in  the  garden  of  Eden.  So  then  we  are  made  holy,  as 
the  Apostle  says,  (2  Cor.  iii.  18,)  by  being  "changed  into  the 
same  image  from  glory  to  glory,  even  as  by  the  Spirit  of  the 
Lord ;"  and  thus,  through  the  transforming  influence  of  the 
Divine  glory,  manifested  to  the  soul,  the  believer  becomes 
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"conformed  to  the  image  of  his  Son,"  Rom.  viii.  29 — becomes 
"a  new  creature  in  Christ." — 2  Cor.  v.  17;  Gal.  vi.  15.  So 
we  see  that  there  is  no  inconsistency  between  this  article  and 
the  doctrine  that  "  God  could  not  make  (i.  e.  create)  Adam  or 
any  other  creature  either  holy  or  unholy."  for  the  Creed  does 
not  teach  that  he  can  ;  and  here  ag^ain  the  o^round  for  the 
opinion  that  we  have  renounced  our  doctrines,  is  not  found 
in  the  Creed,  but  is  driven  thence  to  seek  for  support  from  the 
coalition  of  misconstructions,  strained  criticisms,  gratuitous 
assumptions,  (fcc.  with  which  it  naturally  associates  in  charac- 
ter. An  Independent  Presbyterian. 

[to  be  continubd.] 


Note. — The  Correspondence  in  the  Observer  having  been 
closed  in  the  manner  already  noticed,  the  reader  will  find  the 
remainder  of  the  matter  under  debate,  treated  in  uninterrupt- 
ed order  from  this  to  the  end,  and  more  at  length  than  the 
writer  had  originally  designed,  before  he  adopted  the  resolu- 
tion to  give  the  publication  in  its  present  form. 


Doctrine   5th. — Regeneration   must  be  a  consequence  of 
faith. 

Doctrine  6th. — Faith  in  the  first  act  of  it  is  not  a  holy  act. 

The  Advocate  for  the  Presbytery  states  that  Mr.  Davis  re- 
tracted his  views,  as  to  theprecedency  of  faith  to  regeneration ; 
and  to  establish  the  statement,  he  refers  to  what  that  author 
says  in  the  Preface  to  his  Lectures  on  the  New  Testament. 
I  should  like  the  reader  to  turn  to  the  quotation  which  the 
Member  of  Presbytery,  in  his  first  piece,  has  made  from  the 
book  referred  to,  so  as  to  refresh  his  memory ;  and  if  he  has 
the  book  at  hand,  after  having  read  vx^hat  is  ofiered  on  that 
point  in  the  Preface,  let  him  turn  to  the  25th  page,  and  read 
the  Notes  on  John  i.  12,  13,  so  that  he  may  have  a  fair  oppor- 
tunity to  judge  for  himself,  as  to  whether  the  author  has  re- 
tracted or  not,  without  being  obliged  to  depend  entirely  on 
what  either  of  us  disputants  says  about  it.  I  most  sincerely 
wish  forone  thing,  one  thing  solely^  in  the  matter  of  difference 
between  my  BrotTier  of  the  Presbytery  and  myself,  and  that  is, 
that  every  inquirer  on  the  subject  in  dispute  between  us  may 
come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth.  I  cannot  but  feel  confi- 
dent, that  a  reading  and  a  thinking  community  desire  to  find 
the  truth,  and  I  wish  them  to  find  it.  From  that  result  I  have 
nothing:  to  fear — the  Church  has  nothino^  disastrous  to  her  in- 
terests  to  apprehend ;  and  the  honest  man  will  rise  up  from 
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the  investigation  with  a  content^ra  mind.  The  doctrine  of  Re- 
generation is  one  of  the  important  doctrines  of  the  Bible,  and 
as  such,  it  is  treated  by  Mr.  Davis  in  his  Gospel  Plan.  Three 
things  attach  to  this  doctrine — its  name — its  meaning — and  its 
place  in  the  gospel  method  of  salvation.  The  name  is  a  scrip- 
tural one,  as  may  be  seen  in  Matt.  xix.  28  :  Titus  iii.  5,  and 
therefore  of  authorized  use  in  preaching,  and  in  writing  upon 
divine  subjects.  Should  the  name  be  applied  to  the  thing  in- 
tended by  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  Word,  the  mind  of  the  reader 
or  hearer  will,  in  that  case,  be  conducted  by  the  term  to  em- 
brace or  comprehend  simply  and  substantially  the  thing  de- 
signed. But  should  the  term  be  misapplied,  or  given  to  some- 
thing which  the  Spirit  did  not  intend  by  it,  we,  in  that  case, 
see  at  once,  that  the  reader  or  hearer  will  be  led,  by  the  misap- 
plication of  the  name,  to  embrace  a  thing,  which,  however  im- 
portant it  may  be  as  a  branch  in  the  gospel  scheme,  is  never- 
theless not  i^e generation. 

We  find  no  dispute  between  Mr.  Davis  and  his  brethren  as 
to  the  propriety  of  this  term  in  divinity;  we  will  therefore 
keep  along,  to  see  how  far  they  go  together,  and  xvhere  they 
separate.  We  are  next  to  learn  what  they  mean  by  Regene- 
ration ;  and  this  will  be  known  by  observing  to  what  they  ap- 
ply the  term.  Should  they  each  have  a  separate  and  different 
thing  to  which  they  severally  apply  the  word,  then  the  Church 
means  one  thing,  and  Mr.  Davis  another.  But  should  they 
both  apply  the  name  to  one  and  the  same  thing,  they  show  by 
so  doing,  that  whatever  that  may  be  which  the  one  means  by 
the  term,  the  same  is  meant  by  the  other,  and  in  that  case  they 
are  together.  Now,  to  see  what  Mr.  Davis  meant  by  Regenera- 
tion, when  he  wrote  his  Gospel  Plan,  we  shall  turn  to  the  472nd 
page  of  that  book,  where  we  read  as  follows  :  "Regeneration 
is  generally  said  to  be  the  first  dawn  of  sanctification  in  the 
soul.  It  is  expressed  in  Scripture  under  the  idea  of  being  born 
again,  created  anew,  created  in  the  image  of  God,  putting  off 
the  old  man,  and  putting:  on  the  new,  &c."  "Although  (contin- 
ues he)  I  have  no  great  objection  to  saying  that  regeneration  is 
the  first  impression  of  the  image  of  God  on  the  soul,  or  the 
first  act  of  sanctification,  yet  Icannot  but  think  it  not  very  im- 
proper to  say,  that  it  is  the  whole  work  of  sanctification  taken 
under  one  view."  "So  that  the  soul,  after  it  is  born,  grows  in 
sanctification,  &-c."  Here  are  some  of  his  Scripture  proofs,  p. 
p.  353-4 ;  "He  that  is  in  Christ  is  a  new  creature."  "A  new 
heart  will  I  give  you."  "And  you  being  dead  in  your  sins 
and  the  uncircumcision  of  your  flesh  hath  he  quickened  to- 
gether with  him,  &c."  The  application  of  the  term,  and  con- 
sequently the  meaning  of  the  author,  are  so  perfectly  plain 
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from  the  paragraph  and  texts  quoted  above,  that  no  person 
can  possibly  be  at  a  loss  to  know  what  the  writer  means  by 
Regeneration. 

The  next  thing  we  wish  to  discover  is,  what  the  Presbyte- 
rian Church  means  by  Regeneration.  The  means  most  ac- 
cessible to  all,  by  which  to  form  a  judgment  upon  this  par- 
ticular, is,  what  the  preachers  of  this  Order  publicly  teach, 
that  is,  to  what  they  apply  the  term  when  instructing  the  peo- 
ple from  the  pulpit.  As  one  who  has  heard  Presbyterian 
preachers  from  my  youth  up,  I  can  safely  affirm,  that  I  have 
uniformly  been  taught  by  them  to  understand  Regeneration  to 
be  the  operation  of  the  Holy  Spiritenlightening  the  mind,  renew- 
ing the  will,  sanctifyins:  >the  heart,  or  purifying  the  affections, 
creating  the  soul  anew,  implanting  the  love  of  God  and  holi- 
ness in  the  heart,  thereby  producing  hatred  to  sin,  sorrow  and 
repentance  for  sin,  a  deep  loathing  of  sin,  <fec.,  by  all  of  which 
the  sinner  is  prepared  to  come  to  Christ  for  mercy,  and  to  be- 
lieve in  him  unto  salvation  ;  and  thus,  with  a  heart  attracted 
by  the  beauty  and  excellency  of  the  Divine  character,  and  the 
purity  and  spirituality  of  the  laws  of  God  on  the  one  hand,  and 
on  the  other,  revolting  at  the  turpitude  of  sin,  because  of  its 
strongly  sontrasted  opposition  to  God  and  holiness,  the  lost 
creature  is  prepared  to  submit  to  the  Redeemer  in  a?i  accepta- 
ble ?nanner,  and  so  to  obtain  pardon  through  faith  in  his 
blood.  Nor  am  I  alone  in  this ;  I  could  gatlier  a  crowd  of 
thousands  around  me  from  all  parts  of  the  land,  who  could 
unite  with  me  and  say,  this  is  the  process — this  is  the  opera- 
tion, by  which  regeneration  has  been  again  and  again  explain- 
ed to  us  from  the  pulpit. 

Every  one  must  see  that  this  account  of  regeneration  makes 
it  to  be  the  same  thing  as  sanctification,  for  the  sinner  is  there- 
by changed  or  renewed  in  the  nature  and  disposition  of  his 
mind,  so  that  the  nature  of  the  work,  as  explained  from  their 
pulpits,  is  identical  with  what  the  author  of  the  Gospel  Plan 
understood  and  taught  it  to  be  in  that  book.  But  should  it  be 
objected,  that  "the  only  data  by  which  the  belief  of  a  religious 
denomination  can  be  determined  is  their  creed  or  Confession 
of  Faith,  and  that  we  must  not  inquire  what  views  individu- 
als of  the  denomination  entertain  or  exhibit ;"  warned  by  the 
caveat^  we  shall  then  go  to  their  creed  or  Confession  of  Faith, 
and  learn  of  it.  On  openingthat  book,  I  turn  to  the  Index,  in 
search  of  the  word  Regeneration  ;  and  having  found  it,  I  see 
opposite  to  it,  pages  49  and  59,  referred  to.  I  turn  to  the  49th 
page,  and  there  I  find,  chap.  10.  Of  Effectual  Calling.  I  then 
look  over  to  page  59th,  and  there  I  find,  chap.  13,  Of  Sanctifi- 
cation ;  so  I  conclude,  that  whatever  Effectual  Calling  and 
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Sanctification  memi^  that  same  tiling  must  the  Presbyterian 
Church  mean  by  Regeneration,  for  these  doctrines,  taken  to- 
gether, make  up  the  thing  to  which  she  apphes  the  term. 

To  begin  with  Effectual  Calling:  the  article  is  too  lengthy 
to  be  quoted  entire,  nor  is  there  any  necessity  to  do  so  in  this 
place,  as  we  can  get  the  meaning  and  import  of  it  fully  without 
this  trouble.  It  begins  with  showing  who  are  effectually  call- 
ed ;  then  points  to  the  means  by  which  Effectual  Calling  is 
brouofht  about ;  next  the  state  from  which  men  are  delivered 
by  it ;  and  after  that,  shows  to  what  they  are  called  ;  then  fol- 
lows that  which  we  are  in  pursuit  of,  and  which  it  concerns 
us  to  know,  namely,  what  the  nature  and  meaning  are  of  this 
thing  termed  Effectual  Calling,  and  just  so  far  as  we  can  as- 
certain that,  precisely  so  far  shall  we  know  what  the  church 
means  by  Regeneration.  The  language  employed  in  theexe- 
getical  part  of  the  article  is  this  :  "Enlightening  their  minds 
spiritually  and  savingly,  to  understand  the  things  of  God,  ta- 
king away  their  heart  of  stone,  and  giving  unto  them  a  heart  of 
flesh,  renewing  their  wills,  and  by  his  almighty  power  deter- 
mining them  to  that  which  is  good  ;  and  effectually  drawing 
them  to  Jesus  Christ."  Now,  look  at  some  of  the  texts  quoted 
in  the  Confession,  as  proofs  of  the  doctrine  :  '-Ezek.'  36  :  26. 
A  new  heart  will  I  give  you,  &c.''  "Ezek.  11 :  19. — And  I 
will  give  them  one  heart,  and  1  will  put  a  new  spirit  within 
you."  "Deut.  39  :  6. — And  the  Lord  thy  God  will  circum- 
cise thy  heart,  to  love  the  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy  heart, 
&c."  It-  is  impossible  for  any  one  to  read  understanding- 
ly  what  I  have  here  quoted,  and  to  examine  the  proofs  ad- 
duced, without  feeling  convinced,  that  just  so  far  as  effec- 
tual calling  goes  to  explain  regeneration,  it  teaches  that  re- 
generation is  the  beginning  of  sanctification  in  the  soul ;  for  a 
new  heart,  a  new  spirit,  a  new  will,  must  surely  mean  a  holy 
heart,  a  holy  spirit,  and  a  holy  will.  But  this  is  the  very 
thing  which  Mr.  Davis  understood  regeneration  to  be  when 
he  wrote  the  Gospel  Plan  ;  and  if  the  reader  has  that  book  at 
hand,  let  him  turn  to  the  places  where  the  subject  is  treated, 
and  he  will  find  it  to  be  so  ;  or  should  the  book  not  be  conve- 
nient, he  will  please  refer  to  the  quotation  made  from  it  above,  and 
compare  it,  proofs  and  all,  with  the  language  and  proofs  in  the 
Confession  of  Faith,  and  he  cannot  fail  to  see,  that  Mr.  Davis 
and  the  Presbyterian  Church,  at  the  period  referred  to,  understood 
regeneration  alike,  that  is,  they  applied  the  term  to  the  same 
thinof,  and  were  consequently  together  in  thispointofdoctrine. 

We  next  open  at  the  59th  page  of  the  Confession,  (the  edi- 
tion before  me  is  that  ratified  by  the  Assembly  in  1821,  and 
amended  in  1833,)  where  the  import  of  regeneration  is  far- 
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ther  unfolded  or  explained,  under  the  head  of  Sanctification. 
This  article  opens  as  follows  :  "They  who  are  effectually  call- 
ed and  regenerated,  having  a  new  heart  and  a  new  spirit,  are 
farther  sanctified^  really  and  personally,  through  the  virtue  of 
Christ's  death  and  resurrection,  by  his  word  and  spirit  dwell- 
ing in  them :"  and  again,  "Through  the  continual  supply  of 
strength  from  the  sanctifying  Spirit  of  Christ,  the  regenerate 
part  doth  overcome  :  and  so  the  saints  grow  in  grace,  perfect- 
ing holiiiess  in  the  fear  of  God."  Here  again,  the  doctrine  of 
the  church,  and  that  of  Mr.  Davis,perfectly  symbolize  or  agree 
with  each  other  on  this  point  in  Divinity  ;  for  as  he  says  in  the 
quotation  made  above  from  his  book,  "I  cannot  but  think  it 
not  very  improper  (i.  e.  he  thinks  it  proper)  to  say  that  it,  viz  : 
regeneration,  is  the  whole  work  of  Sanctification  taken  un- 
der one  view, — so  that  the  soul,  after  it  is  born,  grows  in  sanc- 
tification, until  the  believer  becomes  a  perfect  man  in  Christ 
Jesus."  The  Confession  teaches  that  etfectual  calling  is  the 
beeinninof  of  sanctification  in  the  soul,  and  of  course  is  the  be- 
fifinninof  of  reg-eneration,  for  effectual  callino-  and  reg-eneration 
are  the  same  thins:,  and  v/hen  one  begins,  the  other  must  be- 
gin likewise.  Here  then,  we  have  regeneration  begun  in  the 
changing  or  renewing  of  the  heart;  and  with  this  Mr.  Davis 
agrees.  Again,  under  the  head  of  sanctification,  we  have  re- 
generation advancing  in  its  progress  to  conduct  its  subject  on, 
step  by  step,  toward  perfection  in  holiness,  or  the  stature  of  a 
perfect  man  in  Christ  Jesus,  as  stated  above  in  the  Confession, 
and  also  in  the  Gospel  Plan  ;  so  that  as  to  ihe  name,  the  na- 
ture, and  the  progress  of  Regeneration,  there  appears  to  be  no 
difference  between  JMr.  Davis  and  the  Church  ;  Sanctification 
begun  and  carried  on  in  the  soul,  being  what  both  understood 
by  it. 

But  there  was  something  in  ]Mr.  Davis'  views  on  the  sub- 
ject of  regeneration,  w^iich  the  Presbyterian  Church  did  con- 
demn^  as  being  contrary  to  their  Confession  of  Faith.  Having 
found  these  parties  harmonizing  in  the  name  and  in  the  nature 
of  the  subject  in  hand,  we  nevertheless  find  them  apart  when 
they  come  to  assign  regeneration  its  proper  place  in  the  order  of 
the  Gospel  system;  the  Church,  as  represented  by  the  Creed, 
placing  it  in  the  order  of  grace  previous  to  faith  ;  and  Mr.  Davis 
contending  that  it  follows  faith  as  a  consequence,  and  for  this 
opinion  he  was  charged  as  in  error.  The  difference  here  pre- 
sented is  not  as  to  what  regeneration  is,  in  this  the  Church 
and  Mr.  Davis  agree  ;  but  the  matter  of  dissidence  is  this,  to 
what  place  in  the  Gospel  scheme  does  it  belong?  Is  it  in  or- 
der before  faith,  or  does  it  follow  it  ?  The  author*  of  the  Gos- 
pel Plan  taught  in  that  book,  that  it  is  a  consequence  of  faith, 
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or  in  other  words,  that  faith  precedes  regeneration  ;  this  doc- 
trine was  condemned  by  the  Assembly,  and  is  the  error  which 
we  are  now  told  Mr.  Davis  has  retracted. 

Now,  before  Mr.  Davis  could,  as  an  honest  man,  retract  the 
point  which  he  here  advocates,  and  which  the  Assembly  con- 
demns, he  surely  must  have  discovered  that  he  had  been 
wrongs  and  the  Assembly  right ;  or,  in  other  words,  that 
the  thing  which  they  both  termed  regeneration  at  the  time 
the  difference  arose  between  them,  does  indeed  take  place 
prior  to,  and  is  before  faith,  as  the  Assembly  maintained  ;  and 
that  having  discovered  his  error,  he  therefore  felt  it  due  to  the 
Assembly  and  to  the  world,  to  renounce  it  publicly,  and  so,  as 
far  as  in  his  power  to  prevent  others  from  either  falling  into,  or 
persisting  in  an  error,  to  the  propagation  of  which  his  labors 
had  contributed. 

But  does  the  Author  of  the  Lectures  give  his  readers  to  un- 
derstand any  thing  like  this  ?  Or  does  he  even  intimate  that 
a  change  had  taken  place  in  his  sentiments  concerning  the 
particular  thing  about  which  he  and  his  brethren  had  differed? 
So  far  from  this,  that  he  is  careful  to  apprise  his  reader,  that 
the  reasoning  in  the  Gospel  Plan  on  this  subject  still  stands 
in  full  force  against  the  opinion  which  he  there  combatted  as 
erroneous,  and  which  he  yet  considers  to  be  false  and  incon- 
sistent. Let  us  hear  what  he  tells  us  relative  to  the  matter,  in 
the  preface  to  his  Lectures  on  the  New  Testament,  where,  as 
we  are  told  by  the  Member  of  Presbytery,  he  comes  out  with 
the  retraction  of  a  doctrine  condemned  by  the  Assembly. — 
He  there  says,  "  I  confess  indeed  that  I  was  mistaken  m  my 
ideas  of  regeneration  ;  but  my  ideas  were  all  borrowed  from 
commentators,  and  preachers,  and  authors  on  divinity." — 
"However,  the  reader  can  easily  observe,  that  this  error  in  the 
Gospel  Plan  does  not  in  the  least  alter  or  affect  the  arguments 
brought  forward,  as  to  the  priority  of  faith  to  regeneration, 
because  the  subject  of  dispute  was  not  the  name,  but  what  we 
all  understood  by  it.  Only  substitute  the  scriptural  name 
renewing,  or  renovation,  in  the  room  of  regeneration,  and  the 
arguments  stand  m  full  force  ;  for  renovation  or  the  renewing 
of  the  heart,  is  what  was  understood  on  both  sides  of  the 
question  by  regeneration  ;  and  the  author's  error  lay  solely  in 
giving  this  change  of  heart  a  wrong  name,"  This  author 
here  acknowledges  that  he  had  committed  a  mistake  in  his 
Gospel  Plan,  and  also  tells  us  how  he  came  to  do  so.  Now, 
what  was  that  mistake  ?  Was  it  this,  that  in  the  book  just 
named,  he  had  advocated  the  priority  of  faith  to  regeneration  ? 
By  no  means  :  but  that  in  common  with  the  Church  to  which 
he  belonged  when  he  wrote,  he  had  applied  the  term  regenera- 


THE  INDEPENDENT  PRESBYTERIANS.        57 

tion  to  that  which  the  Scriptures  distinguish  by  the  name  re- 
newing ;  an  operation  of  the  spirit  entirely  different  from  that 
employed  in  regeneration  ;  the  latter  being  that  by  which  a 
sinner  is  brought  to  Christ,  and  there  ending ;  the  former  be- 
ginning where  the  latter  ends,  and  progressing  onward  to  per- 
fection ;  so  that  the  two  are  separate  and  distinct  operations 
in  the  economy  of  grace.  Mr.  Davis  says  that  his  error  lay 
solely  in  giving  this  change  of  heart,  (that  is  the  renewing  of 
the  heart,)  a  wrong  name.  He  had  understood  this  change  of 
heart  to  be  reo^eneration,  and  had  called  it  so,  and  so  had  the 
church  ;  ni  this  he  considers  he  was  in  error,  and  he  here  con- 
fesses it :  but  in  the  acknowledgment  of  this  mistake,  does  he 
give  up  the  point  in  dispute  between  himself  and  his  breth- 
ren, who  still  understand  regeneration  to  be  the  same  thing 
as  when  they  condemned  him  for  teachins:  that  faith  precedes 
it?  Surely  no  man  of  sound  and  unbiassed  understanding 
can  say  so,  after  reading  the  author's  own  account  of  the  mat- 
ter, as  I  have  quoted  it  above.  On  the  other  hand,  as  regards 
the  point  in  dispute,  which  Mr.  Davis  is  affirmed  to  have  given 
up  or  retracted,  we  find  him  declaring  that  his  mistake  does 
not  in  the  least  alter  or  affect  the  arguments  brought  forward 
as  to  the  priority  of  faith  to  regeneration  ;  for  the  matter  in 
dispute  was  not  the  najne,  but  what,  on  both  sides,  was  under- 
stood by  it.  Let  us  suppose  that  both  sides  still,  as  formerly, 
understand  regeneration  to  be  just  what  they  did,  when  the 
the  Gospel  Plan  was  written  ;  then  the  arguments  advanced 
in  that  book,  to  prove  that  faith  precedes  regeneration,  still 
stand  in  full  force.  Or,  let  us  suppose,  (as  the  case  really  is,) 
that  while  Mr.  Davis  has  discovered  that  he  was  mistaken  as 
to  that  in  which  regeneration  consists,  the  Presbyterian  Church 
nevertheless,  still  holds  her  former  views  on  that  particular, 
unchanged,  and  precisely  as  they  were  when  he  argued  the 
precedency  of  faith,  and  the  church  condemned  him  for  it ;  in 
this  latter  case,  his  arguments  still  bear,  with  all  their  weight, 
upon  the  very  point  against  which  they  were  directed  in  the 
Gospel  Plan,  and  which  continues  to  be  maintained  by  the 
church  ;  for,  as  is  evident  from  what  he  says,  he  never  has 
yielded  the  priority  of  faith  to  that  which  the  Presbyterian 
Church  holds  to  be  regeneration.  Seeing  these  things  are  so, 
how  could  my  brother  of  the  Presbytery  state  to  the  world, 
that  Mr.  Davis  has  retracted  his  views  as  to  the  precedency 
of  faith  to  regeneration,  and  even  add  to  that,  an  attempt  to 
prove  that  the  fact  is  acknowledged  by  him,  when  the  very 
portion  of  his  book  quoted  in  evidence,  disavows  the  charge, 
in  terms  as  plain  as  language  can  well  employ.  But  not  con- 
tented with  this,  all  the  while  he  is  laboring  to  show  a  recan- 
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tation,  he  dexterously  tries  to  make  his  reader  believe  that 
Mr.  D.  has  not  only  abandoned  the  point  or  error  for  which 
he  was  condemned  by  the   Assembly,  but  has  happily  at 
last  come  exactly  to  harmonize  with  the  Presbyterian  Church, 
in  his  views  on  the  nature  of  reo^eneration  itself.     See  the 
first  note  in  his  second  piece,  where  the  Member  of  Pres- 
bytery  says,  "But  in  his  (i.   e.  Mr.  Davis')  views  last  ex- 
pressed, as  above,  there  is  a  perfect  identity  with  those  taught 
in  the  Confession  of  Faith  of  the  Presbyterian  Church."     If 
this  writer  cannot  convince  his  reader,  of  one  thing  I  am  sure 
he  is  capable,  he  can  astonisJi  him ;  for  having  already,  with- 
out material^  manufactured  a  retraction  from  the  very  part  of 
the  book  in  which  the  author  disowns  and  disproves  it,  he 
noiD  affirms  of  tlie  same  author,  that  there  is  at  present  a  per- 
fect identity  between  his  views  on  the  nature  of  regeneration 
and  those  taught  in  the  Confession  of  Faith ;  and  this  asser- 
tion he  founds  on  that  very  place  in  the  Lectures,  w^here  the 
author  states  that  his  former  views  of  the  nature  of  regenera- 
tion were  erroneous,  and  thai  he  has  abandoned  them  for  those 
which  he  believes  to  be  sound  and  scriptural.     But  we  have 
not  already  forgotten,  that  Mr.  Davis'  former  views,   and 
those  taught  in   the  Confession,  are,  by  comparing  them  to- 
gether, proven  to  be  identically  the  same ;  and  this  point  is 
not  left  to  the  mercy  of  assertion,  or  unfair  induction  from 
doubtful  premises,  but  is  as  undeniably  true,  as  that  "things 
which  are  equal  to  one  and  the  same  thing,  are  equal  to  one 
another  ;  and  every  thinking  and  unprejudiced  man,  who  has 
attended  to  the  comparison,  will  admit  it.     In  addition  to  the 
above,   we  have  circumstantial  proof  that  Mr.    D's.  former 
views  on  the  nature  of  this  doctrine,  were  those  of  the  church. 
The  Assembly  never  charged  him  for  being  in  error  in  what 
he  taught  on  the  nature  of  regeneration,  which  they  certainly 
would  have  done,  had  they  believed  him  to  be  so,  as  that  would 
have  been  worse  than  to  mistake  about  the  place  it  ought  to 
occupy  in  the  proper  relation  of  things  to  each  other :  they 
only  condemned  him  for  teaching  that  faith  is  first,  and  re- 
generation follows  it  as  a  consequence  ;   they  had  nothing  to 
say  against  his  views  about  its  nature,  for  they  knew  them  to 
be  their  own,  settled  upon  them  and  secured  to  them  by  their 
adoption  of  the  Confession  of  Faith.     Again,  Mr.  Davis  him- 
self tells  us  he  obtained  his  former  views  from  preachers,  and 
commentators,  (fee,  and  nothing  is  more  reasonable  than  to 
presume,  that  when  he  studied  divinity,  the  church  would 
have  the  student  placed  under  the  care  of  some  one  or  more 
of  the  best  Divines  in  the  Presbytery  charged  with  his  train- 
ing, and  that  the  best  commentaries  and  authors  on  Divinity 
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would  be  placed  in  his  hands,  whence  to  acquire  a  knowledge 
of  that  subject  in  which  he  must  deal  as  a  teacher  all  his  life; 
and  as  the  doctrine  of  regeneration  seems  to  lie  at  the  threshold 
of  Divinity,  or  at  least  is  one  of  prime  importance,  and  I 
should  suppose  might  be  studied  among  the  first  in  a  theo- 
logical course,  hence  the  conclusion  follows,  that  Mr.  D. 
obtained  his  ideas  of  regeneration  from  preachers  and  au- 
thors in  the  Presbyterian  Church,  or  at  least  from  such  as 
the  Church  approbated  and  commended,  and  that  therefore, 
his  former  views  were  identical  with  those  exhibited  in 
the  Standards  and  taught  by  the  Divines  of  the  Presbyterian 
Church. 

If,  then,  it  be  a  truth  undeniably  evident,  that  Mr.  Davis 
confesses  himself  mistaken  in  his  former  ideas  on  the  nature 
of  regeneration,  and  has  therefore  relinquished  them;  and  if 
it  be  equally  true,  that  his  old  views,  and  those  taught  and 
maintained  in  the  Presbyterian  Church  to  this  day,  are  pre- 
cisely the  same,  can  any  thing  be  plainer,  than  that  it  is  impos- 
sible for  his  present  views  on  that  particular  to  be  identical 
with  those  taught  in  the  Confession  of  Faith  ?  His  views 
were  once  identical  with  those  in  the  Confession,  but  he  has 
since  that  discarded  them  ;  they  therefore  cannot  7wiv  be  iden- 
tical ;  and  consequently,  when  the  Member  of  Bethel  Presby- 
tery asserts  that  they  are,  he  affirms  a  thing,  which  every  one 
must  confess,  has  a  poor  foundation  for  its  support. 

To  make  this  matter  as  plain  as  possible,  suppose  the  Mem- 
ber of  Presbytery  should  interrogate  the  author  of  the  Lectures 
in  something  like  the  following  manner:  Good  sir,  have  you 
not  in  this  work  of  yours  (opening  the  first  volume  of  the 
Lectures,  and  pointing  to  the  preface,)  retracted  your  former 
views  as  regards  the  precedency  of  faith  to  regeneration  ? 
The  author  replies.  Let  me  hear  what  you  mean  by  regenera- 
tion, before  I  answer  your  question,  because  it  is  necessary  in 
the  first  place,  that  both  of  us  should  clearly  understand  what 
we  respectively  mean  by  that  term,  so  as  to  avoid  misappre-^ 
hension  on  either  side,  and  so  that  each  may  feel  satisfied  that 
he  knows  what  it  is  concerning  which  he  speaks;  do  you 
mean  by  this  word  what  is  meant  by  it  in  the  Gospel  Plan, 
and  what  is  meant  by  it  in  the  Confession  of  Faith  ?  The 
Member  of  Presbytery  replies :  I  mean  that  which  is  meant 
by  regeneration  as  laid  down  in  the  Confession  of  Faith  of 
our  Church.  Then,  rejoins  the  writer  of  the  Lectures,  I  an- 
swer positively,  I  have  not  retracted,  nor  even  changed  in  the 
least,  the  sentiments  advanced  on  this  point  of  difference  be- 
tween the  brethren  of  your  church  and  myself;  for  I  believe 
now,  as  I  did  when  I  published  them  in  the  Gospel  Plan,  that 
^-  '>h  precedes  that  which  is  there  called  regeneration.     But, 
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continues  the  Member,  you  certainly  do  not  intend  to  say  that 
your  views  on  this  subject  in  divinity,  have  undergone  no 
change  since  you  wrote  the  book  last  named,  seeing  that  in  a 
later  production  you  acknowledge  a  change ;  now  let  me 
know  distinctly  in  what  that  change  consists,  so  that  1  may 
labor  under  no  mistake  about  it.  Cast  your  eye  over  the  pre- 
face of  the  volume  open  before  you,  returns  the  author  of  the 
Lectures,  and  having  again  read  what  is  there  stated,  turn  to 
Lecture  first,  and  read  the  notes  on  John  i.  12,  13,  and  you 
will  find  no  difficulty  in  seeing,  (provided  you  are  willing  to 
see  what  I  show  you,)  that  I  do  not  now  believe,  as  I  did  when 
I  wrote  the  Gospel  Plan,  that  that  operation  of  the  Divine 
Spirit  which  renews,  changes,  or  sanctifies  the  heart,  is  at  all 
what  the  Scriptures  mean  by  regeneration.  I  find  regenera- 
tion to  be  something  which  precedes  or  goes  before  this,  and 
that  it  consists  in  that  operation  of  the  Spirit  through  the  in- 
strumentality of  Divine  truth,  by  which  the  sinner  is  brought 
to  such  a  sense  of  his  guilt,  sinfulness  and  entire  helpless- 
ness, as  to  cause  him  to  cry  for  mercy,  and  persuade  him  to 
come  as  a  perishing  sinner  to  Christ  for  the  salvation  of  his 
soul,  which  coming  to  Christ  is  faith.  The  work  of  the 
Spirit  here  specified,  is  all  the  regeneration  of  which  the 
Scriptures  give  us  any  account,  and  that  this  is  true  must  be 
evident,  when  we  consider  that  whatever  operation  that  is 
which  makes  a  lost  sinner  to  be  a  child  of  God,  that,  with  in- 
fallible certainty,  must  be  regeneration.  That  the  Spirit  in 
the  work  described  above  does  so,  is  undeniable,  for  it  brinofs 
the  sinner  to  Christ,  and  we  are  told  in  Gal.  iii.  26,  "  Ye  are 
all  the  children  of  God  by  faith  in  Clti'ist  Jesus  f  and  in  1 
John  V.  1,  Whosoever  belicveth  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  is 
born  of  God,  therefore  this  must  be  what  the  Word  of  God 
means  by  regeneration.  But  let  it  be  here  observed,  that  there 
is  no  renewing,  changing,  or  transforming  efficacy  exerted  in 
this  specific  operation,  so  as  that  during  its  progress,  or  prior 
to  its  completion,  the  subject  of  it  is  thereby  renewed  in  his 
spirit,  his  will,  and  his  affections,  or,  in  other  words,  is  sancti- 
fied or  made  holy,  for  this  latter  is  a  distinct  mark  of  Divine 
grace,  and  folloivs  regeneration.  This  will  be  apparent  when 
we  reflect  that  all  the  while  the  work  of  regeneration  is  in 
progress,  the  subject  of  it  is  in  unbelief,  for  the  moment  the 
sinner  believes,  the  work  is  over — he  is  born  again — for  the 
Bible  says  he  is  a  child  by  faith  in  Christ ;  but  for  God  to 
change,  renew,  or  sanctify  a  sinner  while  in  unbelief,  would 
be  to  violate  his  own  word,  and  to  overturn  the  scheme  of 
salvation  itself;  for  he  hath  said,  he  that  believeth  not  shall 
be  damned,"  and  again,  the  wrath  of  God  abideth  on  him 
that  believeth  not,  and,  without  faith  it  is  impossible  to  please 
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God ;  then,  of  course  regeneration  cannot  be  what  it  has  gen- 
erally been  represented  to  be — a  new-creating,  renovating, 
and  sanctifying  process  of  the  Spirit;  for  were  it  such,  the 
subject  of  it  would  be  fit  for  heaven  even  before  he  believed, 
which  is  impossible,  according  to  the  gospel  scheme  of  salva- 
tion. To  give  you  a  comprehensive  view  of  my  present  un- 
derstanding of  the  whole  matter  concerning  which  you  in- 
quire— continues  Mr.  Davis  in  answer  to  the  inquirer — ob- 
serve the  following  statement:  The  Spirit,  illuminating  the 
mind,  and  influencing  the  will  by  motives  and  arguments, 
persuades  the  lost  sinner  to  come  to  Christ,  that  is,  to  believe  in 
Christ;  and  this  work  of  the  Divine  Spirit,  enlightening  the 
mind  of  the  sinner  to  see,  and  causing  him  to  feel  his  guilt 
and  danger,  and  inducing  him  to  fly  to  Christ  for  mercy,  I 
hold  to  be  regeneration.  The  individual  thus  brought  to 
Christ  is  justified,  and  becomes  a  child  of  God  the  instant  he 
believes ;  and  being  now  a  child,  by  virtue  of  his  union  with 
Christ  through  faith,  justified  through  the  imputed  righteous- 
ness of  Christ,  and  for  Christ's  sake  adopted  into  the  family  of 
God.  the  spirit  of  adoption  is,  in  consequence  of  that  union, 
sent  into  his  heart,  by  whose  sanctifying  influences  the  soul 
is  chano-ed  or  renewed,  and  the  believer  is  enabled  from  the 
bottom  of  the  renewed  heart  which  he  now  has,  to  cry,  Abba, 
Father!  But  this  happy  change  is  not  itself  regeneration, 
but  follows  it;  for  we  have  seen  that  faith^  or  believing  in 
Christ,  is  the  point  at  which  regeneration  ends ;  but  this  work 
of  the  Holy  Spirit,  changing  and  renewing  the  heart,  follows 
faith,  and  consequently,  faith  still,  as  taught  in  the  Gospel 
Plan,  holds  its  priority  to  this  work  of  the  Spirit,  mis-named 
regeneration,  but  in  the  Scriptures  called  "the  renewing  of 
the  Holy  Ghost,"  that  is,  a  change  from  sin  to  holiness,  or  in 
other  words,  sanctification.  So,  sir,  you  see,  (concludes  Mr. 
Davi^,)  that  I  have  not  retracted,  as  you  have  stated,  and  that 
the  only  thing  in  which  I  was  in  error  on  this  subject,  when  I 
wrote  my  first  treatise  on  Divinity,  was,  that  like  your  church 
and  her  Confession  of  Faith,  I  misunderstood  regeneration  ; 
and  consequently,  when  I  defined  or  explained  that  work  of 
the  Spirit,  with  my  mistaken  views  of  it,  1  was  engaged  in 
explaining  a  thing,  which  I  have  since  found,  by  consulting 
the  Scriptures,  to  be  altogether  diflerent  from  regeneration, 
and  which,  as  I  have  said  already,  is  in  the  Bible  called  renew- 
ing^ and  is  subsequent  to  the  other. 

The  reader  who  is  acquainted  with  Davis'  Lectures,  will 
have  no  difficulty  in  granting,  that  in  the  familiar  method 
here  presented,  that  writer's  last  views  on  the  subject  in  dispute, 
are,  in  substance,  fairly  and  honestly  exhibited,  and  he  there- 
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fore  feels  it  an  easy  matter  to  decide  where  the  truth  is  found. 
Seeing,  then,  that  the  charge  of  retraction,  preferred  by  the 
Member  of  Presbytery  against  our  founder,  is  palpably  disin- 
genuous and  groundless,  just  as  are  all  the  other  parts  of  his 
attempt  to  force  into  being  tilings  that  never  existed, — the  con- 
sequence is,  that  these  doctrines,  which  we  are  told  have  fallen 
because  of  their  connexion  within  the  retracted  doctrine,  are 
found  to  be  still  standing  erect  and  firm,  without  the  appear- 
ance of  even  the  slightest  decay,  and  precisely  as  they  stood 
when  Mr.  Davis,  thirty  years  ago  and  upwards,  pointed  his 
readers  to  them  as  they  had  been  reared  by  the  wise  master 
builders  of  the  Apostolic  College,  and  precisely  as  they  must 
stand,  until  the  Author  of  the  Bible  retracts  the  doctrines  pub- 
lished in  that  holy  Book,  and  changes  the  very  nature  of 
things  themselves.  It  yet  remains  true,  and  in  perfect  har- 
mony with  Mr.  Davis'  views  of  regeneration,  as  he  teach- 
es the  doctrine  in  his  lectures,  that  "faith  in  the  first  act  of  it^ 
is  not  a  holy  act,"  and  this  I  am  prepared  to  show. 

Those  who  have  read,  and  considered  understandingly  what 
regeneration  is,  as  taught  in  the  Lectures,  do  certainly  know, 
that  this  work  of  the  Divine  Spirit  is  not  a  renewing  or  sanc- 
tifying work,  but  an  awakening  and  persuasive  process  through 
the  instrumentality  of  the  Word,  leading  the  sinner  along, 
step  by  step,  until  he  is  brought  to  believe  in  Christ,  and  there 
regeneration  ends — there  it  is  complete.  But,  as  faith  is  the 
act  of  the  sinner  giving  himself  up  to  Christ,  and  as  the  sin- 
ner cannot  be  sanctified  or  holy  until  that  act  is  completed, 
(for  no  one,  I  presume,  ever  saw  or  heard  of  a  holy  unbeliever 
amongst  fallen  men,)  how  then  can  the  first  act  of  faith  be  a 
holy  act?  Every  one  must  see,  that  to  enable  a  creature  to 
perform  a  holy  act,  the  creature  himself  must  first  be  holy  ; 
but  as  no  sinner  can  be  holy  until  he  gets  an  interest  in  Christ, 
and  as  none  has  an  interest  in  Christ  until  after  he  has  be- 
lieved, it  must  be  undeniably  plain  that  the  first  act  of  faith 
cannot  he  a  holy  act :  and  this  is  equally  true,  whether  we 
consider  faith  to  be  related  to  regeneration,  as  the  doctrine  is 
taught  in  the  Gospel  Plan,  or  as  it  is  taught — and  I  believe 
scripturally — in  the  Lectures  on  the  New  Testament.  I  feel 
at  a  loss  to  see  how  any  one  can  affirm  that  this  doctrine  has 
fallen,  and  as  he  does  so,  could  lay  his  hand  on  his  heart  and 
feel  it  beat  steady  and  full  to  the  truth  of  the  assertion. 

Let  us  here  notice  a  statement  which  the  Member  of  Pres- 
bytery makes  on  the  point  now  under  consideration  ;  it  is  as 
follows  : — "But  since,  according  to  his  (Mr.  Davis')  present 
views,  the  commencement  of  regeneration  is  synchronous  V7'\i\i 
that  of  faithj  and  that  work  is  by  the  Spirit,  the  first  act  of 
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faith  may  be  a  holy  act."  With  the  volume  before  him  con- 
taining Mr.  Davis'  present  views,  how  could  this  Brother  as- 
sert, that  the  author  teaches  that  faith  synchronizes  or  takes 
place  at  the  same  time  with  the  coinrnencement  of  regenera- 
tion, when  in  the  very  place  which  he  quotes  from  that  vol- 
ume, it  is  plainly  stated,  that  "reoeueration  is  all  that  work  of 
grace  on  the  heart  of  a  sinner,  which  convinces  him  of  guilt 
and  danger,  and  enables  him  to  behold  Christ  offered  to  him 
freely  in  the  gospel,  and  which  is  finally  completed  in  the  act 
of  faith  V  And  again,  "Regeneration  is  not  a  single  act  of 
grace,  but  it  is  that  work  of  the  Spirit  by  which,  as  Christ 
says,  the  Father  draws  a  sinner  to  him  ;  and  lohenever  the 
sinner  is  draivn  to  Christ,  he  is  regenerated  or  begotten 
again."  I  would  ask  the  reader,  if  any  thing  can  be  plainer, 
than  that  faith  is  here  represented  as  being  that  act  in  which 
the  work  of  regeneration  ends,  instead  of  begins  ;  unless  that 
to  end  a  work  means  the  same  thing  as  to  begin  it ;  and  until 
the  time  comes,  when  the  end  of  a  work  and  the  hegimmig 
of  it  both  take  place  at  once,  our  Brother  must  be  left  to  sup- 
port his  assertion  the  best  way  he  can.  But  he  goes  on  to  tell 
us,  that  "since  that  work  is  by  the  Spirit,  the  first  act  of  faith 
may  be  a  holy  act." 

I  have  shown  above,  that  it  is  impossible /rom  the  nature 
of  things,  for  the  first  act  of  faith  to  be  holy  ;  and  from  what 
has  been  adv^anced  on  the  nature  of  the  work  performed  by  the 
Spirit  in  regeneration,  it  is  evident,  that  the  act  in  question 
has  no  holy  quality  imparted  to  it  from  that  source,  for  there  was 
nothing  sanctifying  in  the  process  from  beginning  to  end  ;  so 
that  the  inference  in  the  last  quotation,  is  totally  untenable. — 
The  writer  with  whom  I  am  contending  will  readily  admit, 
that  the  Bible,  as  well  as  the  history  of  human  experience 
since  the  close  of  the  sacred  Canon,  affords  many  instances, 
in  which  the  Divine  Spirit  operates  upon  the  mind  of  man, 
without  producing  holy  or  sanctifying  effects :  witness  the 
Antediluvians,  Balaam,  Saul  the  king  of  Israel  when  among 
the  prophets,  and  those  of  whom  the  Apostle  speaks  in  the 
epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  "who  had  been  once  enlightened,  (fee." 
and  the  thousands,  who  in  every  gospel  land,  are  subject  to 
the  strivings  of  the  Holy  Spirit  upon  their  hearts,  without  ev- 
er being  renewed  or  sanctified  by  those  operations.  We  are 
not  justifiable  therefore  in  saying  that  faith,  as  above,  may  be 
a  holy  act,  merely  because  the  Spirit  is  the  agent  in  regenera- 
tion ;  and  the  less  so  still,  when  the  contrary  has  been  tho- 
roughly established. 

Our  disputant  for  the  Presbytery,  in  his  career  of  doctrinal 
havoc,  to  make  out  a  renouncement,  next  points  to  the  follow- 
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ing  as  a  doctrine  fallen  in  consequence  of  its  connexion,  like 
the  last,  with  the  precedency  of  faith — namely:  "If  God  has 
to  plant  all  the  principal  parts  of  salvation  in  a  sinner's  heart 
to  enable  him  to  believe,  the  gospel  plan  is  quite  out  of  his 
reach,  and  consequently  does  not  suit  his  case,  and  it  must  be 
impossible  for  God  to  condemn  a  man  for  unbelief,  for  no  just 
law  condemns  or  criminates  any  person  for  not  doing  what  he 
cannot  do."  After  what  has  been  heretofore  offered  to  dis- 
prove the  alleged  retraction,  it  would  be  a  mere  waste  of  time, 
to  detain  the  reader  in  showing  that  this  doctrine  is  neither 
fallen,  nor  yet  renounced  by  our  church.  Moreover,  if  it  is, 
as  it  was  desio-ned  to  be.  an  unanswerable  aro^ument  aofainst 
the  doctrine  of  the  Confession,  that  renewing  or  sanctification 
(to  which  that  Book  refers  as  regeneration)  precedes  faith,  it  is 
found  not  only  yet  standing  among  our  doctrines,  but  it  will 
forever  stand  in  opposition  to  the  notion,  that  a  sinner  must 
be  made  holy  before  he  can  believe  in  Christ ;  which,  as  any 
one  may  see,  is  the  absurdity  with  which  this  doctrine  con- 
flicts. Nor  does  this  doctrine  teach,  (as  the  writer  in  defence 
of  the  Presbytery  kindly  apprises  the  "uninitiated,")  that  man 
has  the  plenary  ability  to  work  out  his  own  salvation  ;  but  it 
teaches  unequivocally,  that  a  sinner  cari  do  what  God  com- 
mands him,  and  that  therefore,  if  he  does  it  not,  he  will  be 
both  criminated  and  condemned  for  disobedience.  God  in  his 
word  commands  every  sinner  that  hears  the  Gospel  to  believe 
in  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  assures  him  in  the  most  fearful 
terms,  that  if  he  disobeys  this  command,  he  shall  be  damned ; 
but  if  God  has  to  sanctify  a  sinner's  heart  to  enable  him  to  be- 
lieve, it  must  be  evident  to  every  one,  that  the  sinner  can  no 
more  obey  this  command  until  God  sanctifies  his  heart,  than 
he  can  heave  the  ocean  from  its  bed,  or  roll  back  the  sun  in  the 
heavens. 

In  what  a  deplorable  condition  does  the  sentiment  in  divini- 
ty with  which  our  doctrine  conflicts,  leave  the  wretched  un- 
believer ?  He  cannot  sanctify  his  own  heart — he  cannot  believe 
until  it  is  sanctified — the  command  to  believe,  constantly 
meets  him  with  an  urgency  that  listens  to  no  excuse — and  the 
soul-tormenting  denunciation  of  everlasting  destruction  for 
disobedience,  rolls  the  echoes  of  its  approach  nearer  and  near- 
er, as  each  day  ends  its  circuit.  What  can  he  do  ?  U  he  prays 
for  mercy  and  pardon  he  cannot  be  heard,  because  he  prays  in 
unbelief — if  he  repents,  it  avails  him  nothing,  for  his  repent- 
ance is  an  unholy  and  consequently  an  ungodly  sorrow,  and 
his  tears  cannot  wash  away  his  sins — if  he  tries  to  believe  he 
cannot,  for  his  heart  being  unrenewed  is  unprepared — and  if 
he  should  read  or  think  of  the  passage,  "The  wrath  of  God 
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abideth  on  him,"  i.  e,  the  unbeliever,  and  should  then  ask  "him- 
self, how  is  it  possible  for  God,  in  the  face  of  his  tcord  here,  to 
sanctify  my  heart  while  his  wrath  is  abiding  on  me  7  Can  he 
sanctify  me  in  wrath  ?  or  bless  and  curse  me,  both  at  the  same 
time  ?  That  is  impossible  ;  then,  if  it  be  true,  that  my  heart 
must  be  changed  or  made  holy  before  I  can  believe,  there  is 
nothing  left  for  me,  but  to  live  and  die  in  unbelief,  and  be  for- 
ever damned,  for  Christ,  and  salvation  through  him  hy  faith, 
are  forever  out  of  my  reach  !  Now,  there  is  no  way  to  save  this 
person  from  immediate  and  absolute  despair,  but  either  to  in- 
duce him  to  quit  thinking  on  the  subject,  (and  this  would  ul- 
timate in  ruin.;)  or  else  to  prove  to  him,  that  the  notion  that  he 
cannot  believe  till  he  gets  anew  heart,  is  unreasonable,  false, 
and  unscriptural ;  and  that  instead  of  waiting  a  moment  for  a 
better  heart,  God  commands,  and  expects  him  to  believe  with 
his  heart,  just  as  it  is  ;  and  this  he  can  do,  and  onust  do,  or 
be  lost. 

There  now  remains  one  doctrine  m.ore  to  be  considered,  and 
when  that  is  examined  and  compared,  we  shall  have  gone 
through  with  all  the  eight,  condemned  by  the  Assembly  as  er- 
rors. The  remaining  doctrine  is  this,  viz :  "Christians  may 
sin  wilfully  and  habitually."  That  the  reader  may  have  a 
fair  opportunity  to  juds^e  of  this  doctrine,  I  shall  first  quote  the 
place  w^iere  it  is  taught  in  the  Gospel  Plan ;  I  shall  next  com- 
pare it  with  our  Creed,  which  we  are  told  contradicts  it ;  then 
with  the  Confession  of  Faith  of  the  Presbyterian  Church  ;  and 
lastly  with  the  Bible.  The  Gospel  Plan,  page  527,  presents 
the  doctrine  thus  :  -'It  is  not  uncommon  to  S'ive  us  an  evidence 
of  an  interest  in  Christ,  that  we  do  not  allow  ourselves  to  com- 
mit any  known  sin  ;  that  we  do  not  wilfully  commit  any 
sin  ;  that  we  do  not  live  in  any  known  sin ;  that  we  live 
wilfully  in  the  neglect  of  no  known  duty ;  that  we  are 
always  engaged  in  the  vigorous  exercise  of  religion,  that 
we  have  no  love  to  sin,  or  any  inclination  towards  that 
which  is  evil  ;  that  we  love  God  with  a  steady,  uniform  and 
unabated  ardour  ;  that  we  enjoy  constantly  sweet  communion 
with  God  ;  that  we  live  entirely  above  the  world,  &c.  On 
the  other  hand  it  is  said,  that  one  sin  will  prevent  the  union 
betwixt  Christ  and  the  soul ;  if  we  live  in  the  wilful  act  of  one- 
sin  we  are  unbelievers  ;  if  we  wilfully  omit  one  known  duty, 
we  have  no  religion ;  and  a  great  variety  of  such  characteris- 
tics are  laid  down  as  standino-  rules,  or  criterions  bv  which 
we  are  to  know  whether  we  have  religion  or  not."  "I  have  of- 
ten wondered  that  men  who  are  acquainted  with  their  own 
hearts,  do  not  consider  better  what  they  say  in  a  matter  of  such 
vast  importance  as  this.     There  is  no  Christian  under  the  sun 
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but  what  luilfully  commits  sin  every  day  he  lives.  And  there 
are  no  other  sins  committed  but  wilful  sins.  I  grant  there  are 
sins  of  imiorance  ;  but  there  is  no  such  thing"  as  accidental  sin. 
Both  sin  and  holiness  originate,  or  consist  in  the  choice,  or  in- 
clinations of  the  mind  ;  those  acts  which  are  not  wilful  are  ac- 
cidental, and  consequently  neither  virtuous  nor  vicious.  1 
grant  that  Christians  may  do  things  wrong,  ignorantly  ;  in  this 
case  the  action  is  voluntary,  although  the  choice  was  not  to 
sin  ;  perhaps  if  they  had  known  it  was  wrong,  they  would  not 
have  done  so.  If  this  is  what  is  meant  by  not  sinning  wilful- 
ly, I  would  ask,  does  a  Christian  sin  no  other  way  than  igno- 
rantly? The  answer  is  plain,  that  he  does  every  day  he  lives. 
What  man  could  pretend  that  he  loves  God  as  the  perfect  law 
requires,  or  his  neighbor  as  himself?  Does  the  best  Christian 
this  side  heaven  keep  one  single  Sabbath  perfectly  holy  to  the 
Lord?  Does  he  not  allow  of  some  wrong  thoughts,  or  words, 
or  even  actions?  Or  are  these  sins  too  little  to  be  noticed  in 
the  characteristics  of  a  true  Christian  ?  We  cannot  with  pro- 
priety say  that  a  Christian  has  no  inclination  to  sin  ;  for  the 
truth  is  he  has,  and  he  will  have,  while  ever  there  is  a  rem- 
nant of  corruption  in  him;  and  that  will  be  till  he  dies.  If 
you  say  the  Christian  does  not  live  habitually  in  any  one,  I 
know  he  wishes  not  to  do  it,  and  tries  not  to  do  it ;  but  the 
matter  is,  does  he  find  by  experience  that  he  does  not  do  it  7 
You  say,  not  wilfully.  I  ask,  does  he  do  it  accidentally  ?  Does 
his  heart  ever  witness  that  he  is  sometimes  too  lazy  or  too  bu- 
sy to  pray?  And  that  he  often  prays  with  very  cold  desires? 
Does  not  the  world  often  ensnare  him,  and  draw  his  heart  off 
from  God  and  relis^ion  ?  Does  not  iha  Christian  feel  himself 
sometimes  deserted  of  God,  and  left  to  wish  it  was  with  him 
as  in  days  past  7  And  does  he  not  sometimes  feel  his  heart  so 
dead  and  stupid,  that  he  is  ready  to  conclude,  he  has  no  unea- 
siness about  it?"  "Now,  if  a  man  were  to  tell  me  that  he  had 
no  experience  of  these  things,  and  I  believed  he  told  me  the 
truth,  I  would,  I  hope,  be  honest  enough  to  tell  him,  that  he 
neither  knew  God,  nor  himself,  and  was  absolutely  destitute 
of  religion." 

I  have  given  this  lengthy  quotation,  embracing  the  doc- 
trine reprobated  by  the  Assembly,  that  the  reader  may  see,  that 
the  author  takes  the  Christian  as  he  finds  him  in  his  present 
imperfect  state,  willing  and  doing,  from  day  to  day,  that 
which  is  evil,  through  the  remnant  of  corruption  which  is  in 
him  ;  and  at  the  same  time,  through  the  influence  of  grace  in 
his  heart,  wishing  not  to  si7i,  and  trying  to  keep  from  sinning  ; 
so  that  he  wills  and  does  habitually,  both  that  which  is  good 
and  that  which  is  evil.     The  amount  of  this  is,  as  I  under- 
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Stand  it,  that  in  the  Christian  there  is  a  constant  conflict  be- 
tween holiness  and  sin,  nature  and  ^race,  and  that  on  which 
side  soever  the  Christian  is  led  to  act  for  the  time  being,  he 
acts  voluntarily.  We  now  come  to  compare  this  doctrine 
with  that  part  of  our  Creed,  which  is  said  to  contradict  it;  it 
is  as  follows:  Art.  7  pa2:e  93.  ''Holiness  is  a  principal  part 
of  salvation  ;  it  is  the  radical  evidence  of  saving  faith;  is  a 
consequence  of  an  interest  in  Christ,  and  qualifies  us  for  the 
enjoyment  of  God.  No  man  can  be  saved  without  holiness. 
It  is  not  the  condition  of  our  salvation,  but  a  constituent  part 
of  the  salvation  which  we  receive  from  Christ  by  faith,  and  is 
wrought  in  us  by  the  Holy  Ghost."  In  order  that  this  article 
stand  in  conflict  with  the  doctrine  presented  in  the  quotation 
above,  and  condemned  by  the  Assembly,  it  must  first  be  made 
apparent,  that  the  individual  wlio  sins,  as  represented  in  the 
doctrine,  is  entirely/  destitute  of  holiness  ;  for  should  it  be 
found  that  he  is  possessed  of  holiness  in  any  degree,  it  will 
prove  that  he  is  a  believer  in  Christ,  for  the  article  says  :  "Ho* 
Imess  is  the  radical  evidence  of  saving  faith,  and  is  a  conse- 
quence of  an  interest  in  Christ,"  and  if  so,  this  individual  will 
be  saved,  for  he  has  both  faith  and  its  consequence  as  evidence 
of  his  interest  in  Christ,  and  is  therefore  a  Christian.  But  is 
that  holiness  which  is  wrought  in  Christians  by  the  Holy  Spi- 
rit, a  perfect  transformation  to  the  image  of  God,  or  in  other 
words,  does  it  consist  in  a  perfect  freedom  from  sin  in  heart 
and  conduct,  so  that  they  who  are  holy  sin  not  at  all  7  The 
affirmative  of  this  will  not  be  insisted  upon  by  those  with 
whom  I  would  reason.  If  then  the  holiness  of  which  a  Chris- 
tian is  possessed  in  this  life,  does  not  constitute  him  perfect, 
and  so  render  him  sinless,  how  can  it  either  contradict  or  be 
inconsistent  with  an  article  on  Christian  holiness  to  affirm  it  as 
a  fact  in  constant  occurrence,  that  Christians  do  commit  sin  ? 
It  must  either  be  allowed  that  the  article  reprobates,  as  desti- 
tute of  religion  entirely,  and  consequently  of  holiness,  every 
one  who  is  so  imperfect  as  to  commit  sin  at  all,  or  else  that 
the  sentiment  advanced  in  the  doctrine  under  consideration, 
is  in  accordance  with  that  system  of  sound  divinity,  of  which 
the  article  itself  is  an  essential  ingredient.  But  it  will  be  re- 
plied, that  the  objectionable  feature  in  the  doctrine  is,  not  that 
Chrisiians  sin,  for  this  is  granted  ;  but  that  any  may  sin,  wil- 
fully and  habitually,  and  yet  be  Christians,  is  the  controvert- 
ed point.  All  very  true  ;  and  we  shall  now  endeavor  in  hon- 
esty and  with  fairness  to  examine  this  point,  that  we  niay,  if 
possible,  find  the  truth  concerning  it.  In  doing  this,  I  shall 
take  the  liberty  to  repeat  several  of  the  arguments  in  the  fore- 
going quotation,  because  they  appear  to  me  sound  and  unan- 
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swerable.  It  must  here  be  noticed  that  the  words  "may  sin," 
as  the  Assembly  have  chosen  to  express  it,  cannot  mean  that 
the  doctrine  under  examination  is  understood  to  teach  that 
Christians  have  a  grant  or  perinission  to  sin,  but  simply  that 
it  isfossible  for  them  to  do  so.  In  view  of  this  as  the  only 
proper  sense  of  the  words  in  the  connexion,  if  it  be  possible  for 
persons  who  are  Christians  to  sin,  and  if  undeniable  facts  prove 
that  they  actually  do  sin,  the  next  question  is,  Ao?6' do  they 
sin  ?  Is  it  ignorantly  or  knowingly  ? — voluntarily,  or  involun- 
tarily ? — by  accident,  or  with  design?  It  is  acknowledged,  a 
Christian  may  sin  ignorantly,  not  knowing  that  what  he  is  do- 
ing is  sinful ;  but  is  this  the  case  with  him  every  time  he  does 
xorong  7  No  one  will  affirm  it  to  be  so.  Then  the  Christian 
sins  at  times,  when  he  knows  that  what  he  does  is  wrong  ;  and 
in  that  case,  does  he  will  to  do  the  forbidden  thing  before  he 
does  it  ?  Or,  is  he  forced  to  do  it  against  his  loill  ?  If  the  lat- 
ter be  true,  he  is  in  the  condition  of  a  slave,  and  is  not  respon- 
sible for  the  deed,  for  he  was  forced  to  do  it,  without,  or  con- 
trary to  his  choice,  and  it  could  be  no  sin  to  him.  But  if  the 
former  be  true,  that  is.  if  he  wills  to  do  the  act  before  he  does 
it,  then  it  must  be  a  matter  of  choice  with  him,  and  the  thing 
done  beino-  wrong-,  he  committed  a  sin  when  he  did  it,  and  is 
responsible  for  it,  because  he  knew  it  to  be  a  sm,  yet  consent- 
ed to  do  ii — acted  voluntarily  in  the  matter,  and  so  sinned 
wilfidly.  The  truth  is,  (speaking  of  actual  transgression,) 
there  can  be  no  such  thing  as  sinning  any  other  way  than  vol- 
untarily or  wilfully:  so  that  if  Christians  sin  at  all,  they  must 
sin  wilfully.  Neither  does  it  comport  with  truth  to  say  that  a 
Christian  sins  accidentally.  If  a  person  does  a  thing  by  acci- 
dent, whether  it  be  great  or  small,  good  or  bad,  provided  it  did 
not  come  within  the  scope  of  his  design,  he  caimot,  strictly 
speaking,  merit  either  censure  or  applause  for  the  deed.  But 
it  may  be  asked,  by  way  of  objection,  if  all  that  is  meant  by 
this  part  of  the  doctrine,  is  simpl^^,  that  when  a  Christian  sins, 
he  does  so  from  the  choice  of  his  mind  which  precedes  the 
act,  is  there  not,  nevertheless,  another  sense  in  which  the  word 
vnlfidly  may  be  taken,  implying  a  state  of  mind  utterly  at  war 
with  every  principle  of  grace  and  holiness;  and  that  therefore 
he  who  sins  wilfully  in  that  sense  of  the  word,  can  no  more 
be  a  Christian  than  he  could  be  a  friend  and  a  seraph  at  the 
same  time?  I  admit  it,  but  answer  in  reply;  that  the  author, 
in  statino;  and  vindicating  the  doctrine  which  he  teaches,  uses 
such  great  plainness  in  language,  and  reasons  in  a  style  so 
simple  and  intelligible,  and  yet  so  conclusive,  that  a  reader  of 
the  most  common  understanding  cannot  possibly  mistake  his 
evident  and  simple  meaning,  for  one  which  is  complex  and 
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SO  remote  from  his  explanatory  path  of  reasoninoTj  as  to  be 
quite  out  of  reach.  The  Apostle,  in  the  tenth  chapter  to  the 
Hebrews,  26th  verse,  uses  the  word  wilfully  (Gr.  sxcuciwc:)  in 
this  latter  sense,  as  applicable  to  the  sin  of  those  who  had 
apostatized  from  the  Christian  faith,  and  who  havings  thereby- 
renounced  the  atonement  of  the  Cross,  there  remained  to  them 
no  more  sacrifice  for  sins,  but  a  certain  fearful  looking  for  of 
judgment  and  fiery  indignation.  By  comparing  the  passage  in 
the  10th  chapter,  with  that  in  the  4th  to  the  Hebrews,  from  the 
4th  to  the  6th  verse  inclusive,  any  one  may  see  that  the  class  of 
transgressors  spoken  of,  is  as  above  stated  ;  and  that  whatever 
stateof  mind  thatmaybe which  ispeculiarto  Apostates.and  gives 
birth  to  their  sin,  that  is  what  is  meant  hy  ivil fully  m  that  place. 
But  perhaps  it  may  be  further  objected,  that  a  word  which 
marks  mental  action  of  the  most  criminal  grade,  should  never 
be  applied  to  express  or  signify  mere  volition  or  choice,  lest 
the  worst  meaning  should  be  attached  to  it.  I  have  before 
shown,  that  so  for  as  the  doctrine  is  concerned,  this  error  can- 
not be  committed.  The  Apostle  Peter,  however,  did  not  think 
with  the  objector,  for  he  takes  the  liberty  to  use  the  very  same 
word  to  signify  choice  simply,  as  may  be  seen  in  1  Peter  v.  2, 
"  Taking  the  oversight  thereof,  (i.  e.  the  flock,)  not  by  con- 
straint, but  willingly" — sxouCfwc,  wilfully.  And  may  not  the 
author  of  the  Gospel  Plan  use  the  word  in  a  similar  sense, 
when  he  explains  the  term  with  such  clearness  that  no  one 
can  mistake  the  sense  in  which  he  employs  it?  Can  it  then 
be  either  inconsistent  with  the  Creed  or  with  truth,  or  is  it 
dangerous  to  teach,  that  if  Christians  sin  at  all — and  this  is 
indisputable — they  sin  wilfully  or  voluntarily,  and  are  there- 
fore accountable  for  theijr  deeds  ?  These  things  being  so.  the 
next  particular  to  be  inquired  into  is.  Do  Christians  sin  habitu- 
ally ?  This  question  involves  facts,  and  facts  simply ;  and 
nothing  but  facts  can  answer  it.  Every  Christian  who  reflects 
upon  his  own  feelings  and  habits,  and  who  is  acquainted  with 
the  feelings  and  habits  of  others  like  himself,  and  who  at  the 
same  time  judges  of  those  things  by  the  standard  of  God's 
Word,  knows  assuredly  that  both  himself  and  all  other  Chris- 
tians with  him,  sin  daily.  Then,  if  it  be  a  fact,  open  to  the 
knowledge  of  every  one,  that  Christians  daily  sin,  it  must  of 
necessity  be  granted  that  they  sin  hahitually  ;  for  that  which 
is  done  daily  cannot  be  any  thing  less  than  habitual.  It  may 
be  the  Christian  does  not  commit  the  same  sin  day  after  day  ; 
but  if  not,  he  commits  several  sins  of  one  sort  or  other  every 
day,  and  is  therefore  habitually  a  sinner;  and  when  the  Chris- 
tian falls  on  his  knees  before  God,  to  make  supplication  at  the 
close  of  each  day,  the  burthen  of  his  honest  acknowledgment 
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to  his  Creator  is,  that  daring  the  day  he  has  sinned  in  many 
things^  and  in  all  things  come  sliort  of  the  glory  of  God. 
This  looks  something  hke  hahit,ual  acknowledofment  of  ha- 
bitual sinning,  and  that  too  at  a  time  when,  if  a  man.  and  es- 
pecially a  Christian  man,  is  ever  pnrely  honest  and  sincere,  it 
must  be  then,  when  on  his  knees  headdresses  Him  who  tries 
the  hearts  of  the  sons  of  men,  and  who  cannot  be  mocked  or 
deceived.  Add  to  this,  tliat  the  child  of  God,  deeply  sensible 
of  the  innate  evils  of  his  own  heart,  daily  monrns  over  its 
corruptions,  and  makes  confession  to  God  of  the  sins  which 
he  commits  within  himself,  in  sufferinsf  his  thoughts  and  affec- 
tions to  wander  and  cleave  to  thinsrs  forbidden.  Hence  it  is 
settled,  beyond  the  reach  of  successful  contradiction,  that  the 
known  friCts,  in  both  the  feelings  and  practical  habits  of  Chris- 
tians, sustain  the  position  assumed  in  the  doctrine  under  ex- 
amination, namely,  that  Christians  sin  habitually.  Now,  to 
make  it  appear  that  the  Article  of  our  Creed  on  Holiness, 
condemns  this  doctrine  as  pointedly  as  the  Assembly  did,  it 
must  be  evidenced  that  Christians  who  sin  as  above  represent- 
ed, are  absolutely  destitute  of  holiness.  But  can  any  person, 
acquainted  with  the  subject,  venture  either  to  prove  or  to  as- 
sert this  to  be  the  case  ?  That  they  are  not  perfect  in  holiness 
is  admitted  ;  but  that  they  are  absolutely  destitute  of  holiness, 
is  firmly  denied.  Or,  does  any  one  judge  it  indispensable  that 
Christians  be  in  this  life  'perfectly  holy,  both  in  heart  and 
practice,  in  order  that  they  escape  the  doom  of  everlasting 
banishment  from  God,  denounced  in  this  Article  against  the 
unholy  sinner  ?  If  this  be  the  radius  of  that  circle,  which  the 
Article  sweeps  in  its  controverting  proo^ress,  who  of  the  chil- 
dren of  men  shall  escape  unchallenged,  or  shall  stand  un- 
condemned  ?  An  Elijah,  with  liis  face  wrapped  in  his  mantle, 
and  a  Daniel,  whose  comeliness  was  turned  into  corruption 
within  him.  must  alike  fall  the  hopeless  victims  of  its  proscrip- 
tion ;  and  what  would  become  of  such  creatures  as  the  Mem- 
ber of  Presbytery  and  myself? 

Let  us  next,  as  we  promised,  compare  this  doctrine,  cen- 
sured by  the  Assembly,  with  the  Confession  of  Faith  of  the 
Presbyterian  Church. 

The  reader  will  find  Chap.  TX.  Sec.  4,  of  the  Confession,  to 
read  thus:  "  When  God  converts  a  sinner,  and  translates  him 
into  the  state  of  grace,  he  freefh  him  from  his  natural  bondage 
under  sin,  and  by  his  grace  alone,  enables  him  freely  to  will 
and  to  do  that  which  is  spiritually  good;  yet  so  as  that,  by 
reason  of  his  remaining  corruption,  he  doth  not  perfectly,  nor 
only  will  that  which  is  good,  hut  doth  also  ivill  that  which  is 
eviiy    We  learn  from  this  Article,  that  although  the  convert- 
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ed  sinner  is  freed  from  his  natural  bondao^e  under  sin,  and 
through  grace  enabled  to  will  and  to  do  that  which  is  good,  he 
nevertheless,  through  remaining  corruption,  does  not  either 
'perfectly ox  only  will  and  do  that  which  is  good,  but  he  likewise 
wills  and  does  that  which  is  evil,  and  to  maintain  the  sound- 
ness  of  this  doctrine,  Gal.  v.  17,  and  Rom.  vii.  15,  are  quoted. 
Does  Mr.  Davis,  in  the  Gospel  Plan,  teach  that  the  converted 
man — the  Christian — is  imperfect  in  this  life?  So  does  the 
above  Article  in  the  Confession  of  Faith  ?  Does  iVIr.  Davis 
teach  that  Christians  sin,  and  that  they  sin  wilfully?  So  does 
the  Confesson  ;  for  it  says  that  the  Christian  "wills  also  that 
which  is  evil,"  and  of  course,  when  he  does  that  which  is  evil, 
it  must  be  because  he  has  first  willed  to  do  it.  Hence  we  find 
that  the  doctrine  condemned  by  the  Assembly,  is  thus  far 
supported  by  the  Confession  of  Faith  itself;  and  the  Confes- 
sion, meanwhile,  the  sole  rule  or  standard  of  judgment  at  the 
time  the  judicatory  sat  in  trial  upon  this  doctrine  and  condemn- 
ed it.  The  reader  must  not  ask  me  to  account  for  this  phe- 
nomenon in  the  proceedings  of  the  reverend  and  learned  body 
where  it  occurred,  but  will  suffer  me  to  refer  him,  for  the  best 
solution  of  this  matter  with  which  I  am  acquainted,  to  a  nar- 
rative of  the  ecclesiastical  transactions  of  that  day  in  the  case 
of  our  Founder,  entitled  "A  Solemn  Appeal,  (fee."  But  does 
Mr.  Davis  teach  that  Christians  sin  habitiicdly  as  well  as  wil-^ 
fully?  So  does  the  Catechism  appended  to  the  Confession  of 
Faith  :  See  Question  149,  Larger  Catechism,  and  the  Answer 
to  it — thus,  2.  Is  any  man  able  perfectly  to  keep  the  com- 
mandments of  God  ? 

A.  "No  man  is  able,  either  of  himself,  or  by  any  grace  recei- 
ved in  this  life,  perfectly  to  keep  the  commandments  of  God  ; 
but  doth  daily  break  them  in  thought,  word  and  deedP  See 
also  shorter  Catechism,  2.  S2d  and  its  answer,  to  the  same 
amount.  Doubtless  the  doctrines  set  forth  in  those  Catechisms, 
are  by  the  Presbyterian  Church  held  to  be  ortliodox  and  sacred. 
We  have  already  learned  from  the  Confession  that  Christians 
sin,  and  sin  wilfully  too  ;  and  here  we  are  taught  in  the  Cate- 
chisms that  Christians  sin  habitually;  for  if  breakins:  the  com- 
mandments of  God  daily,  is  not  to  be  called  sinning  habitual- 
ly^ then  I  am  quite  unable  to  distinguish  between  what  is 
rare^  and  that  which  is  frequent  or  habitual  in  human  con- 
duct. So  then,  we  find  ourselves  unavoidably  led  to  the  con- 
clusion, from  the  evidence  before  us,  that  the  doctrine  in  ques- 
tion is  not  condemned  by  the  Creed  of  the  Independents,  nor 
yet  by  that  of  the  Presbyterians,  but  that  it  is  in  harmony  with 
both ;  and  when  we  inquire,  "who  then  has  the  controversy 
with  this  doctrine,  seeing  that  both  the  creeds  examined  con- 
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cur  in  its  orthodoxy?"  we  are  met  with  this  one  reply — The 
General  Assembly  first,  and  the  Member  of  Bethel  Presbytery 
next,  as  the  "  volunteer"  Expositor  of  the  Creed  of  the  Inde- 
pendent Presbyterian  Church.  The  former  controverted  the 
point  in  the  face  of  the  Confession  of  Faith,  and  for  what? 
The  latter,  under  the  presumed  sanction  of  our  Creed,  but 
quite  subversive  of  its  legitimate  sense,  and  for  the  purpose 
of  beguiling  his  readers  into  the  opinion  that  we,  as  a  church, 
have  renounced  a  doctrine  which  has  been  interwoven  with 
the  experience  of  God's  people,  ever  since  there  was  a  church 
upon  earth. 

We  shall  now  close  the  consideration  of  this  doctrine,  by 
laying  before  the  reader  a  few  passages  of  Scripture,  with 
which  he  may  compare  it^  and  so  decide  whether  it  stand  or 
fall  by  that  which  is  the  only  infallible  test  of  truth  and  error 
in  doctrinal  points.  1  Kings  viii.  46:  "For  there  is  no  man 
that  sinneth  not."  Ps.  cxxx.  3:  "If  thou,  Lordy  shouldst 
mark  iniquities,  O  Lord  who  shall  stand?"  Eccl.  vii.  20: 
"  For  there  is  not  a  just  man  upon  earth,  that  doethgood  and 
sinneth  not."  Isaiah  Ixiv.  6:  "  But  we  are  all  as  an  unclean 
thing,  and  all  our  righteousness  are  as  filthy  rags."  Gal.  v. 
17 :  "  For  the  flesh  lusteth  against  the  Spirit,  and  the  Spirit 
against  the  flesh  :  and  these  are  contrary  the  one  to  the  other  : 
so  that  ye  cannot  do  the  things  that  ye  would."  Rom.  vii. 
15  :  "  For  that  which  I  do  I  allow  not,  for  what  I  would,  that 
do  I  not;  but  what  I  hate,  that  do  I."  1  John  i.  8-10:  "If 
we  say  we  have  no  sin,  we  deceive  ourselves,  and  the  truth  is 
not  in  us.  If  we  confess  our  sins,  he  is  faithful  and  just  to 
forgive  us  our  sins,  and  to  cleanse  us  from  all  unrighteous- 
ness." James  iii.  2 :  "  For  in  many  things  we  offend  all."— 
More  correctly  thus — "  For  we  all  offend  in  many  things." 
Ps.  xix.  12  :  "  Who  can  understand  his  errors  ?"  Many  other 
portions  of  Scripture  of  similar  import  might  be  quoted,  as 
any  one  may  see  by  examining  the  parallel  passages  ;  but  these 
are  fully  suflicient  to  satisfy  evey  one  who  desires  to  come  to 
the  knowledge  of  the  truth,  as  found  in  the  Word  of  God,  and 
in  the  facts  of  the  believer's  character  and  experience  from 
Adam  until  this  day.  The  doctrine  which  we  have  been  con- 
sidering, and  against  which  our  Creed  has  been  arrayed,  is 
not  only  in  harmony  with  the  Standards  with  which  we  have 
compared  it,  but  what  in  my  view  is  of  far  greater  importance, 
it  now  appears^  by  comparing  it  with  the  above  passages  of 
Scripture,  to  correspond  with  the  statements  of  God's  Word 
on  the  subject.  Let  it  here  be  remembered,  that  a  Bible  state- 
ment of  facts  is  one  thing,  and  a  Bible  precept  or  injunction  is 
another  and  a  different  thing.     For  instance,  the  Bible  injunc- 
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tion  was,  "  Thon  shalt  not.  eat" — the  statement  is.  "  And  he 
did  eat."  Wlience  we  see  in  this,  as  in  numberless  other  in- 
stances which  might  be  referred  to,  that  the  facts  stated  in 
Scripture  are  often  in  direct  violation  of  the  precepts  and  com- 
mands of  the  Bible.  The  Bible  enjoins  what  is  right,  and 
forbids  what  is  wrong,  but  states  facts  both  good  and  bad, 
whether  they  relate  to  character  or  to  conduct,  taking  them 
just  as  it  finds  them,  and  representing  them  just  as  they  are. 
But  because  the  Word  of  God  is  thus  faithful  in  its  represen- 
tations of  human  character  and  conduct,  in  both  of  which  we 
meet  with  dark  shades  and  mournful  defects  in  even  the  best 
of  men,  we  must  by  no  means  hence  conchide,  that  we  have 
the  least  allowance  from  the  Bible  to  commit  sin,  or  that  the 
transofressions  of  those  gfood  men  whose  lives  are  on  sacred 
record,  have  the  least  sanction  from  Scripture,  or  afford  the 
smallest  excuse  for  any  one  to  neglect  his  duty  to  God,  or  to 
transgress  the  least  of  all  his  holy  commands.  If  the  Bible 
presents  us  with  the  offences  and  imperfections  of  such  men 
as  Noah,  Moses,  David,  Peter  and  Paul,  the  same  volume  con- 
demns their  sins,  rebukes  their  short  comings,  and  shows  us 
the  displeasure  of  God  against  their  transgressions.  Whence 
it  is  evident  that  whilst  the  Bible  lifts  a  perfect  standard,  and 
enjoins  on  all  the  duty  of  forming  their  sentiments  and  regu- 
lating their  practices  according  thereto,  it,  at  the  same  time, 
in  giving  a  true  delineation  of  Christian  character,  presents 
us  with  both  the  lights  and  the  shadows  which  compose  it. 
So  with  the  doctrine  under  examination,  formed  on  the  Bible 
model,  it  takes  Christians  as  it  finds  them,  and  represents  the 
workings  of  their  hearts,  and  their  daily  conduct  as  they  real- 
ly are,  sanctioning  neither  their  transgressions,  nor  their  want 
of  conformity  to  the  good  and  holy  laws  of  God,  but  honestly 
acknowledofinof  both.  In  conclusion.  I  cannot  but  think  it 
strange  that  Presbyterians  should  condemn  this  doctrine,  so 
long  as  they  hold  the  Confession  of  Faith  in  the  high  venera- 
tion with  which  they  profess  to  honor  it ;  nor  is  it  less  strange 
that  any  sensible  man  should  attempt  to  make  the  Creed  of 
our  church  pronounce  its  condemnation,  and  so  wrest  that 
instrument  into  an  evidence  that  the  doctrine  is  renounced  by 
the  Independents  ;  but  what  is  the  most  strange  of  all  is,  that 
any  should  wish  it  to  be  thought  that  either  themselves  or 
their  friends  are  afraid  or  ashamed  of  a  doctrine  which  runs 
throuofh  the  Bible  from  Genesis  to  Revelation.  The  sins,  the 
backslidings,  and  general  unfaithfulness  of  the  people  of  God, 
are  enough  to  make  any  child  of  God  ashamed  of  himself 
and  his  brethren  ;  but  no  man  should  feel  ashamed  of  the  Bi- 
ble for  giving  a  faithful  account  of  those  deplorable  facts,  nor 
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yet  ashamed  of  a  chapter  in  a  treatise  on  Divinity,  which 
dares  to  be  so  like  the  Bible,  as  to  tell  the  whole  truth  in  the 
case,  even  at  the  expense  of  long  established  popular  opinion. 

I  have  now  gone  through  the  examination  of  the  doctrines 
condemned  by  the  General  Assembly,  and  which,  it  is  affirmed, 
we  as  a  people  have  renounced,  and  consequently  now  disown 
as  being  any  longer  embodied  in  the  doctrines  of  our  church. 
In  performing  this  duty,  I  have  endeavored  to  present  to  the 
mind  of  the  reader,  fairly,  and  in  plainness,  each  point  in 
dispute,  so  that  he  might  find  no  difficulty  in  seeing  clearly 
and  comprehending  fully,  the  true  and  simple  meaning  of 
every  particular  as  he  examines  it.  1  have  carefully,  and  in 
candor,  compared  the  doctrines,  one  by  one,  with  each  Article 
of  the  Creed  which  was  said  to  contradict  it,  or  to  be  incon- 
sistent with  it,  and  I  leave  the  reader  to  judge  whether  there 
be  one  contradiction,  or  the  shadoio  of  an  inconsistency  found 
between  the  Creed  and  the  doctrines  upon  which  the  burthen 
of  that  charge  has  been  rolled,  and  then  called  up  in  evidence 
to  prove  that  the  church  has  abandoned  them.  I  have  also 
offered  some  reasons  from  the  nature  and  connection  of  things, 
and  have  likewise  adduced  the  authority  of  God's  Word  in  sup- 
port of  those  doctrines,  and  find  that  so  far  from  being  either 
unreasonable,  or  unscriptural,  they  are  in  accordance  with 
both  Scripture  and  reason,  and  claim  to  be  embraced  and  main- 
tained as  truths  embodied  in  the  divinity  of  the  Bible. 

I  should  like  here  to  close  the  discussion  which  has  arisen 
between  my  brother  of  the  Presbytery  and  myself,  inasmuch  as 
the  grounds  upon  which  he  has  founded  the  opinion  expressed 
by  the  Presbytery,  have  noio  been  examined  and  found  to  be 
fallacious,  and  consequently,  that  the  opinion  thence  origina- 
ting is  erroneous,  and  should  not  be  insisted  upon  any  longer. 
But  the  brother  at  difference  with  me  has  hazarded  some  state- 
ments, which  I  cannot  well  pass  by  without  a  mark  of  atten- 
tion. The  first  which  I  shall  notice  is  to  be  met  with  in  his 
second  piece,  and  under  the  fourth  of  his  "Short  Methods"  for 
the  refutation  of  my  arguments,  and  is  in  these  words : 
"  The  conclusion  he  denies,  and  yet  says  that  the  church  is 
entirely  indiflerent  whether  members  believe  them  (i.  e.  the 
doctrines  in  dispute)  or  not."  Surely  the  Member  of  Pres- 
bytery in  writing  this,  did  not  wilfully  design  to  misrepresent 
both  what  I  had  said  and  what  I  meant.  He  must  have  for- 
gotten my  statement,  and  at  the  time  he  was  writing,  his  mind 
had,  some  how  or  other,  embraced  instead  of  it,  an  idea  wide- 
ly different  from  the  one  I  had  given,  and  which  he  unfortu- 
nately permitted  to  govern  his  pen.  What  I  had  said  was  this, 
(as  may  be  seen  by  referring  to  the  5th  paragraph  in  my  sec- 
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ond  communication,)  "This  Church  seems  to  think  it  unne- 
cessary to  burthen  her  Creed  with  them,  (viz :  non-essential 
doctrines,)  when,  after  all  that  could  be  collected  of  this  class, 
every  member  would  still  be  at  liberty  to  adopt  or  reject  as 
many  as  he  chose,  without  subjecting  himself  to  church  cen- 
sure.^'' The  meaning  of  this  must  be  plain  to  every  one  who 
thinks  as  he  reads,  viz  :  not  that  the  church  is  indifferent  whe- 
ther members  believe  them  or  not,  but  that  members  who  could 
not  subscribe  to  doctrines  of  this  order,  would  not,  on  that 
account,  be  liable  to  be  charged  and  tried  by  the  church,  as 
guilty  of  a  crime,  requiring  the  rod  of  discipline  to  be  applied 
for  its  correction.  True,  the  Ministers  of  the  Gospel  in  the 
Independent  Church,  are  laid  under  some  restrictions  as  re- 
gards non-essential  doctrines.  Those  doctrines  set  forth  in 
the  Creed  as  very  imjjortant.  and  the  most  of  which  are  held 
as  cardinal  points  in  the  Calvinistic  system  of  Divinity,  the 
Ministers  of  this  denomination  are  expected  to  believe  and 
preach  ;  and  should  any  Minister  hold  and  preach  doctrines 
contrary  to  the  principles  set  forth  in  the  doctrines  enumera- 
ted, it  is  declared  to  be  the  duty  of  the  Presbytery  to  which 
he  belongs,  firmly  to  discountenance  him  ;  and  if  he  persist  in 
his  errors,  to  dismiss  him  from  his  pastoral  care  over  them, 
but  by  no  means  to  deal  with  him  as  a  heretic,  or  refuse  him 
a  seat  in  communion  with  them.  Althousih  the  church  en- 
joins  it  on  both  the  clergy  and  the  laity  in  her  communion, 
as  a  duty  incumbent  on  them,  even  in  matters  not  essential  to 
salvation,  to  hold  with  constancy  and  firmness  to  that  form  of 
sound  laords  taught  in  the  Scriptures,  and  which,  as  she  be- 
lieves, is  contained  in  the  scheme  of  Divinity  to  which  she 
adheres ;  nevertheless,  she  has  not  yet  learned  so  to  lord  it 
over  the  conscience  of  God's  people,  as  to  thrust  from  her 
communion  those,  who,  while  they  hold  fast  the  essential  and 
saving  doctrines  of  the  Gospel,  cannot  at  the  same  time,  con- 
scientiously embrace  in  their  faith,  each  of  the  less  important 
doctrines  taught  and  maintained  by  the  church.  I  cannot 
better  express  the  general  principle  by  which  the  Independents 
are  governed  on  the  subject  of  doctrines,  than  by  employing 
the  following  words  of  Auo^ustin ;  "  In  those  thins^s  which  are 
essential,  let  there  be  unity — in  non-essentials,  liberty;  and  in 
all  things,  charity." 

The  next  of  his  statements  to  which  I  would  call  the  read- 
er's attention,  is  to  be  met  with  in  the  same  piece  as  the  one 
above,  and  under  the  6th  of  his  "  Short  Methods."  It  reads 
thus:  "It  was  intimated  in  Convention,  however,  thatin  publish- 
ing this,  (viz  :  the  Solemn  Appeal,)  they  would  be  virtually  re- 
adopting  the  incojisistent  doctrines  which  it  contained,  and 
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which  had  been  left  out  of  the  Creed,  nay,  even  those  which 
Mr.  Davis  himself,  in  his  Preface  to  the  New  Testament,  had 
retracted."  The  paragraph  containing  this  statement  is,  with 
the  one  preceding  it,  employed  by  the  writer  in  presenting 
some  items  of  a  historical  nature,  to  countervail  that  which  I 
had  offered  from  history,  as  evidence  on  the  other  side  of  the 
question  ;  and  as  to  the  itetn  exhibited  in  the  quotation  above, 
I  am  forced  so  say,  that  since  the  pen  of  the  historian  made 
the  first  historical  record,  there  never  has  been  one  more  sadly 
destitute  of  support  from  facts.  I  confess,  I  felt  astonished 
when  I  read  it,  knowing  it  to  be  an  outrage  on  the  funda- 
mental principles  of  public  faith.  Nor  were  others,  who  had 
had  an  equal  opportunity  of  knowing  the  several  occurrences 
in  Convention,  less  so  than  myself,  whilst  perusing  the  columns 
of  the  Observer  containing  the  statement.  I  still  remember 
the  prominent  particulars  in  the  proceedings  of  the  several 
Conventions,  on  the  subject  of  our  present  Book  of  Discipline, 
and  of  all  its  appendages,  during  the  period  in  which  it  was 
working  its  way  into  the  church,  for  I  happened  to  be  present 
in  each  Convention,  from  first  to  last,  and  I  can  assure  the  pub- 
lic, that  what  is  stated  above  by  the  Member  of  Presbytery 
was  never  uttered  in  the  hearing  of  that  body  by  any  of  its 
members,  nor  yet,  in  any  shape  or  form  even  intimated.  It 
was  utterly  impossible  that  such  words  as  "  Re-adopting  Mr. 
Davis'  doctrines,"  could  have  been  pronounced  in  the  General 
Convention,  or  the  idea  intimated  by  any  one,  without  con- 
founding the  whole  house,  and  leading  those  who  composed  it 
to  conclude,  that  the  speaker  had  suddenly  become  insane,  and 
knew  not  what  he  was  saying.  Such  an  effect  must  natural- 
ly have  followed  the  announcement  of  such  a  sentiment,  in 
an  assembly  where  every  man  felt  conscious  that  the  doctrines 
which  gave  rise  to  the  church  had  never  been  disavowed  by 
it.  The  writer  wlio  aflirms  what  I  have  now  denied,  surely 
will  not  say,  that  at  any  time  when  he  may  have  been  in  Con- 
vention, he  either  made  such  an  intimation  himself,  or  heard 
any  one  else  do  so :  and  if  he  did  not,  but  relies  on  information 
obtained  from  some  other  source,  I  am  persuaded,  that  on 
being  assured  that  he  has  been  inisinformed  and  deceived 
into  the  representation  which  he  has  publicly  given,  he,  as  a 
lover  of  truth,  must  feel  as  sorry  for  the  error  as  I  do. 

The  next  statement  to  which  I  would  advert,  is  found  im- 
mediately after  the  former,  and  is  advanced  as  a  conclusion 
adopted  by  the  Convention,  in  view  (as  is  alleged)  of  the  in- 
timation which  had  been  given  to  that  body  concerning  the 
doctrines  of  Mr.  Davis,  and  is  as  follows  : — "  Therefore,  as 
the  only  intention  in  republishing  was  to  bring  more  promi- 
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nently  into  view,  the  /«'5/onca/ narrative,  a  committee  was  ap- 
pointed to  draw  up  an  Abstract  of  the  Solemn  Appeal,  to  suit 
this  viewJ^  Unless  I  have  misapprehended  the  writer's  mean- 
ing in  this  place,  he  intends  us  to  understand,  that  when  the 
Convention  ibund,  from  the  intimation  that  had  been  made  to 
them,  that  by  publishins;  the  Appeal  anew,  they  would  be  vir- 
tually re-adopting  Mr.  Davis'  errors,  and  as  they  wished  care- 
fully to  guard  against  doing  this,  and  desired  only  to  avail 
themselves  of  the  historical  narrative  which  it  contained, 
they  therefore  resolved  on  publishing  an  Abstract  in  which 
the  history  would  be  embraced,  and  the  had  doctrines  guard- 
ed out. 

Inasmuch  as  there  never  had  been  a  word  said,  nor  an  in- 
timation given  in  Convention,  about  re-adopting  Mr.  Davis' 
errors,  the  reader  can  easily  see,  that  a  conclusion  like  the  one 
above,  arising  from  such  a  source,  could  never  have  been  re- 
solved upon,  without  involving  the  most  groundless  absurdity 
imaginable;  because  nothing  had  taken  place,  either  in  the 
Convention  or  the  Churches  of  the  denomination,  to  call  for 
such  a  measure,  or  even  to  admit  of  its  practicability. 

True,  a  Committee  was  appointed  to  draw  up  an  Abstract 
of  the  Appeal,  but  by  no  means  with  the  design  (as  has  been 
alleged)  so  to  shape  the  publication,  as  to  exclude  the  doctrines 
in  question  ;  but  with  the  intention  of  giving  to  the  public  a 
condensed  view  of  the  matter  contained  in  it,  both  doctrinal 
and  historical,  (for  the  doctrines  and  the  history  are  so  con- 
nected with  each  other,  that  in  an  abstract  they  could  not 
have  been  separated  ;  they  might  in  an  extract^  but  could  not 
in  an  abstract.)  and  by  that  means  to  lessen  the  size  of  the 
book  in  which  it  was  to  be  published,  and  consequently  the 
expense  of  publication.  But  when  the  Abstract  was  present- 
ed for  inspection,  it  was  found  in  so  great  a  degree  chargeable 
with  the  defect  to  which  Horace  refers,  when  he  says,  "Brevis 
esse  laboro,  obscurus  fio," — i.  e.  I  labour  to  be  concise,  and  so 
I  become  obscure — that  it  was  laid  aside.  As  the[object  con- 
templated in  the  publication  v/as  a  desirable  one,  and  as  the 
mode  first  adopted  had  failed  to  be  satisfactory,  it  was,  on  fur- 
ther reflection,  resolved  to  publish  the  Appeal  entire.  The 
object  to  be  attained  by  this  measure,  was  simply  to  give  the 
whole  book  anew  to  the  people,  for  the  further  information  and 
satisfaction  of  all,  who  might  feel  an  interest  in  becoming  more 
fully  acquainted  with  the  entire  amount  of  difference  between 
the  Presbyterian  and  Independent  Churches,  as  to  doctrines, 
and  also,  as  to  the  events  connected  with  our  separation  from 
the  parent  Church — in  a  word,  to  put  the  people  fully  in  pos- 
session of  the  whole  truth. 
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The  Member  of  Presbytery  farther  states,  in  adverting  to 
re-publication  of  the  Appeal,  that  when  the  Convention  deter- 
mined to  do  sOj  they  at  the  same  time  required  the  hook  to  he 
so  jji^efaced,  as  that  they  should  not  be  necessarily  considered 
as  avouching  the  errors. 

Here  again,  I  am  compelled  to  declare,  that  what  the  Mem- 
ber states  concerning  the  Preface  is  totally  incorrect.  There 
never  was  a  syllable  heard  in  Convention,  about  giving  to  the 
Preface  the  cautious  and  peculiar  form  spoken  ofby  the  Mem- 
ber ;  and  I  am  confident,  moreover,  that  such  a  thing  was  ne- 
ver thought  of  at  the  time  by  that  body,  much  less  could  it 
have  formed  a  part  of  an  adopted  resolution.  The  ground 
which  truth  here  forces  me  to  occupy,  I  am  prepared  to  main- 
tain and  establish,  by  the  corroborating  testimony  of  many  wit- 
nesses. Moreover,  were  it  true,  that  the  Independents  had 
abandoned  those  doctrines,  which,  from  the  beginning,  had 
marked  the  palpable  line  of  separation  between  themselves 
and  their  brethren,  when  they  came  to  re-publish  the  book 
which  contained  both  the  doctrines  and  the  conflict  for  their 
defence,  they  certainly  would  have  felt  themselves  bound,  in 
conscience  and  in  honor,  to  declare  the  fact  in  terms  so  expli- 
cit, as  that  every  reader  would  have  met  the  evidence  of  their 
renouncement,  not  in  a  forced  construction^  but  in  the  very 
words  themselves.  A  frank  and  open  avowal  of  this  kind, 
the  publishers,  as  the  representatives  of  the  Church,  would 
have  owed  as  a  debt  to  their  own,  and  the  interests  of  truth — 
to  the  orthodoxy  and  firmness  of  the  Church  from  which  they 
had  seceded,  and  to  the  public  at  large.  We  are  further  in- 
formed by  the  writer  with  whom  I  contend,  that  in  accordance 
with  the  views  of  the  Convention  in  regard  to  the  Preface,  it 
is  "reiterated"  in  that  article,  that  the  Appeal  is  re-published 
for  the  sake  of  the  historical  evidence.  Let  ihe  reader  exam- 
ine the  Prefiice,  and  judge  for  himself ;  and  perhaps  he  will 
find,  that  the  artful  turn  given  to  the  testimony  of  this  short 
document,  will  fail  of  securing  for  its  author,  the  propping  to 
his  argument,  which  he  had  contemplated  from  it.  This  wri- 
ter would  have  it  believed,  that  the  Preface,  in  its  doctrinal 
chastity,  fears  to  drop  the  sanction  of  even  a  look  upon  any 
thing  in  the  Appeal,  excepting  merely  the  historical  evidence. 
Were  this  the  grand  predominant  in  the  spirit  and  design  of 
the  Preface,  it  must  be  stupidly  deficient  as  a  public  inform- 
ant, for  it  evidently  lacks  the  most  important  item  of  all,  ne- 
cessary to  the  development  of  its  designs  ;  and  that  is,  plainly 
to  tell  the  world,  that  whilst  its  authors  acknowledge  and  val- 
ue the  history  contained  in  the  book  to  which  it  is  attached, 
they,  nevertheless,  have  been  led  to  condemn  and  disavow  the 
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doctrines  contended  for  in  that  book.  The  reader,  however, 
mustnot  feel  surprised,  if  whilst  perusing  the  Preface,  he  should 
meet  with  no  such  disclaimer,  nor  even  an  expression  which 
would  lead  to  the  opinion,  that  the  Convention  ever  thought  of 
conveying  to  thepublic  mind  animpression  of  this  sort — the  as- 
sertion of  the  Member  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.  I 
need  not  again  tell  the  reader,  that  the  facts  of  the  case  for- 
bade the  posibility  of  both  the  motives  and  the  action  charged 
to  the  Convention. 

Again,  it  is  asked  by  the  Apologist  for  the  Presbytery,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  '^fortifying'  his  position,  why  the  Church 
did  not  adopt  Mr.  Davis'  Catechism,  if  they  yet  hold  to  the 
errors  contained  in  it,  and  embody  it,  as  Presbyterians  have 
done,  with  the  Westminster  Catechisms,  in  their  Confession? 
No  doubt  the  reader  looks  upon  the  spirit  of  this  interrogato- 
ry, as  reaching  a  pretty  high  step  in  the  ladder  of  dictation. 
Is  it  fair,  however,  to  imply,  that  because  the  Convention  did 
not  judge  it  necessary  nor  expedient,  to  incorporate  the  Cate- 
chism with  their  Confession,  the  reason,  therefore,  which  hin- 
dered them  from  doing  so,  must  have  been,  that  the  Church 
had  renounced  those  doctrines  contained  in  it  to  which  the 
Presbyterian  Church  had  objected  as  erroneous?  Might  there 
not  have  been  many  other  reasons,  totally  different  from  the 
one  implied  in  the  question  asked  by  the  above  writer,  which 
would  have  been  sufficient  to  advise  the  Convention  not  to  em- 
body the  Catechism  with  their  Confession,  "as  Presbyterians 
had  done  ?"  However  proper  it  may  have  been  for  the  Pres- 
byterian Church,  strong  in  her  maturity  and  ample  in  her  re- 
sources, to  embody  her  Catechisms  with  her  Confession,  is  it 
hence  to  be  inferred^  that  every  other  Church  possessed  of  a 
Catechism  and  a  Confession,  should  do  the  same  thing,  or  else 
be  liable  to  the  imputation  of  acting  inconsistently  or  disingen- 
uously ?  Or  is  it  either  wise  or  modest  in  any  Church  Mem- 
ber, to  set  up  his  own  Church  as  a  model,  and  her  modus 
operandi,  as  a  sort  of  authoritative  exemplar,  to  which  other 
Churches  in  the  Protestant  sisterhood,  (especially  those  which 
are  small  and  poor,)  are  expected  to  bow  with  humble  defer- 
ence, notwithstanding  the  difference  of  circumstances  which 
may  exist  between  them,  and  which  might  render  it  necessary 
that  each  have  the  liberty  to  shape  their  own  course  in  pru- 
dential matters,  so  as  to  suit  the  peculiar  nature  of  their  respect- 
ive circumstances?  I  might  submit  this  as  an  answer,  suffi- 
cient to  render  the  insinuation  of  the  Member  in  his  question 
about  the  Catechism,  entirely  inoperative  as  an  argument ;  but 
for  the  farther  satisfaction  of  the  reader,  I  shall  mention  a  few 
things,  which  go  to  show  that  it  was  by  no  means  necessary 
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for  the  Convention  to  offer  that  Manual  to  the  publicj  in  the 
way  snofSfested  by  the  Member,  in  order  to  o^ive  evidence  that 
the  Church  still  adhered  to  the  doctrines  which  she  originally 
embraced ;  and  moreover,  that  such  a  measure  would  have 
been,  not  barely  unnecessary,  but  in  itself  injudicious.  The 
doctrines  taught  by  Mr.  Davis,  condemned  by  the  Assembly, 
and  adhered  to  by  the  Independent  body,  had  long  been  before 
the  public  in  the  Gospel  Plan,  the  Appeal,  the  Catechism,  and 
the  Lectures  heretofore  noticed.  The  doctrines  thus  extant, 
publicly  and  solemnly  avouched  at  the  first,  and  never  disa- 
vowed by  the  Independents,  had  no  need  of  a  re-publication, 
as  a  matter  of  evidence,  to  prove  that  the  Church  believed 
them  still.  To  publish  any  of  those  works  anew,  might  have 
been  quite  necessary,  as  regards  the  wants  and  the  wishes  of  a 
reading  and  an  intelligent  community  ;  butby  no  means  could  it 
have  been  necessary,  as  a  testimony,  to  establish  the  unbro- 
ken attachment  of  the  Church  to  its  original  faith.  The  ques- 
tion under  consideration,  finds  in  this  state  of  things  an  an- 
swer, which  renders  its  intended  bearing,  a  mere  blow  in  the 
air;  and  consequently  thus  far,  the  conduct  of  the  Conven- 
tion relative  to  the  Catechism  stands  vindicated.  But  farther, 
had  it  been  considered  necessary,  from  any  valid  considera- 
tion, to  re-publish  the  Catechism,  (and  a  re-publication  is  in  my 
view  quite  desirable.)  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  Member 
would  have  been  far  from  commending  itself  to  the  Conven- 
tion, as  suitable  for  their  adoption  at  the  time  referred  to.  The 
measure  would  have  been  injudicious,  as  will  appear  from  the 
following  considerations.  The  Convention  having  resolved 
on  the  pablication  of  the  Appeal,  together  with  the  Book  of 
Discipline,  and  ordered  the  printing  and  binding  of  such  a 
number  of  copies,  as  the  absolute  wants  of  the  Church  seem- 
ed to  demand,  well  knew,  that  this  enterprize  was  quite  as 
much  as  the  resources  of  the  Church  could  accomplish  at 
once,  and  consequently  the  path  of  propriety  could  not  have 
led  them  to  add  more  weight  to  a  burthen,  already  a  full  match 
for  the  strength  of  a  feeble  people. 

Ao^ain,  the  Catechism  being  designed  as  a  doctrinal  Manual 
for  youth,  it  would  surely  have  been  no  mark  of  wisdom  in 
the  Convention,  to  cumber  it  with  the  superfluous  size  and 
expense,  with  which  it  must  be  necessarily  burthened,  by  be- 
ing bound  and  published  in  the  same  volume  with  the  Dis- 
cipUne  and  the  Appeal,  and  thereby  rendered  inconvenient 
for  the  use  of  children  in  the  family  circle,  or  the  Sabbath 
School,  and  at  the  same  time  put  quite  out  of  the  reach  of  oth- 
ers, to  be  benefited  by  it  at  all. 

These  considerations;  in  connection  with  the  facts  adduced, 
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cannot  fail,  as  I  am  persuaded,  to  satisfy  the  candid  and  intel- 
ligent reader,  that  tlie  Convention  had  o^ood  reasons  for  not 
publishing  the  Catechism  with  the  Confession,  and  that  too, 
while  cleaving  witli  a  conscientious  attachment  to  the  pecu- 
liar doctrines  which  it  contains.  It  must  hence  be  granted, 
that  the  motives  wiiich  governed  the  Convention  in  the  mat- 
ter, could  not,  from  the  nature  of  existing  facts,  have  been 
those  impliedly  attributed  to  them  in  the  question  which  I 
have  been  answering;  and  consequently,  that  the  reasons 
which  I  have  assigned  for  their  conduct  in  the  case,  must  have 
been  the  reasons  by  which  they  were  actuated. 

Having  now  disposed  of  both  the  arguments  and  the  asser- 
tions of  "A  Member  of  Bethel  Presbytery,''  behind  which  he 
has  chosen  to  intrench  the  position,  for  which  he  contends 
with  so  much  zeal,  we  would  be  indulged,  before  we  take  our 
leave  of  the  reader,  in  offering  a  few  remarks  on  one  or  two 
particulars  farther  in  the  publication  before  us.  The  Mem- 
ber of  Presbytery  tells  his  readers,  that  "this  writer,  (viz:  the 
Independents.)  evidently  aims  at  public  eftect."  If  by  this  he 
means,  that  the  Independent  aimed  to  throw  dust  in  the  eyes 
of  the  public,  so  as  to  prevent  the  people  from  distinguishmg 
between  rigJU  and  wTong,  truth  andfalsehood,  in  the  present 
controversy,  and  thus  to  avail  himself  of  an  advantage  so  vile- 
ly gained,  let  him  rest  assured,  he  has  sadly  mistaken  both  the 
writer  and  his  aim.  The  writer  impugned  feels  happy  in  the 
confidence,  that  the  cause  which  he  advocates  is  that  of  truth 
and  of  God,  and  stands  nobly,  superior  and  aloof  from  the 
necessity  of  support  from  such  unhallowed  and  inglorious 
means  ;  in  the  words  of  the  Poet — "Non  tali  auxilio,  nee  de- 
fensoribus  istis  eget."  No,  his  single  aim  was  to  tell  the  truth 
to  Bethel  Presbytery,  to  its  advocate,  and  to  the  public ;  and 
could  behave  so  presented  the  truth,  as  convincingly  to  effect  by 
it,  those  to  whom  it  was  addressed,  as  he  does  not  feel  asham- 
ed of  his  design,  neither  would  he  have  regretted  the  success 
of  its  accomplishment.  But  seeing  the  Member  of  Presbytery 
was  neither  willing  to  believe  my  statements  himself,  nor  yet 
that  they  should  be  believed  by  the  public,  but  has  attempted 
to  invalidate  them  by  every  means  in  his  power,  I  have  been 
led,  in  defence  of  what  I  know  to  be  true,  to  survey  the  whole 
o^round  between  us,  as  honestly  and  minutely  as  I  w^as  able — 
and  still  with  the  design  topresent  the  truth,  if  possible,  in  the 
light  of  mid-day,  and  to  effect  for  it  an  entrance  into  the  minds 
of  all  concerned  ;  and  I  again  confess,  I  am  not  ashamed  of 
my  ahn,  how  much  soever  I  may  have  failed  to  efiect  its  ob- 
ject.    But  i).i  farther  referrins:  to  the  charge  laid  at  my  door  by 
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ihe  Member,  I  would  observe,  that,  as  often  happens  to  frail 
mortals,  whilst  my  brother  thought  he  beheld  the  mote  in  my 
eye,  and  was  pleased  to  bestow  upon  it  such  marked  attention, 
he  seems  not  to  have  considered  the  beam  which  in  the  mean- 
time obstructed  his  own  vision.  Can  any  man,  acquainted 
with  the  Independents,  read  the  sounding  parade  which  this 
writer  makes,  about  the  dissatisfaction  of  our  church  members 
with  my  position  in  the  present  controversy — of  their  shaiy- 
sighted  detection  of  gTeat  inconsistencies  between  the  Creed 
and  the  Errors — (notwithstanding  my  dulness) — of  their  ne- 
ver suspecting,  until  told  by  me,  that  the  Church  still  holds 
those  dreadful  doctrines  of  the  '•'■ivhispers^'^  which  conveyed 
to  his  eager  ears  the 'alarm  of  our  members  at  the  dreadful 
discovery — and  of  the  tiptoe  posture  of  those  terrified  mortals, 
waiting  to  see  the  result  of  the  matter,  that  they  might  ^^intelli- 
gently determine  the  propriety  of  changing  their  ecclesias- 
tical relations  f  I  say,  can  any  sensible  and  well  informed 
person,  acquainted  with  tlie  Independents,  read  this,  and  avoid 
blushing  under  the  conviction,  that  he  who  wrote  it  all,  aimed 
to  infuse  into  the  minds  of  the  simple  and  unwary  amongst 
ourselves,  a  spirit  of  distrust — alarm — anddisaliection,  and  at 
the  same  time,  to  conduct  upon  my  head  the  stream  of  public 
aversion  and  odium  from  abroad,  by  sounding  the  cry  of  "Foen- 
iim  habit  in  cornu," — "he  is  dangerous,  see  the  hay  on  his 
horns!"  and  thereby  to  prejudice  and  close  the  public  ear 
against  all  I  might  say?  If  all  this  does  not  evince  on  the 
part  of  the  Member  of  Presbytery,  an  effort  to  pre-occupy  and 
bias  the  public  mind,  then  can  no  one  judge  of  a  writer's  aim^ 
from  the  meaninof  of  his  v/ords.  and  the  mould  and  drift  of  his 
remarks.  But  let  me  tell  my  brother,  that  the  mass  of  the  In- 
dependents are  not  quite  such  novices,  as  he  would  have  the 
world  believe  them  to  be  ;  but  that  they  in  general  know  and 
understand  the  doctrines  peculiar  to  their  Church,  and  also 
the  relative  and  harmonious  bearing  between  them  and  the 
Creed,  and  the  Bible,  and  are.  therefore,  neither  to  be  led  into 
snares  by  decoy -d^ichs^  nor  yet  to  be  frightened  away  from  the 
truth,  by  the  child's  phantom  of  a  "raw-head  and  bloody 
bones."  '  I  well  know  that  the  Independent  people  love  their 
Church,  as  the  Member  avers,  and  that  they  also  love  sound 
doctrine  ;  but  let  me  remind  him,  that  this  whole  people  love 
their  Church  for  the  sake  of  her  doctrine,  and  before  the  Mem- 
ber of  Presbytery,  or  any  one  else,  could  induce  intelligent 
Independents  to  forsake  their  own  Church,  and  unite  with 
another,  he  must  first  convince  them  that  their  beloved  Church 
has  forsaken  her  doctrines^   and   that  the  one  to  which  he 
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would  invite  or  advise  them  to  seek  for  membership,  had 
adopted,  and  was  holding  forth  the  clear  and  simple  scripture 
doctrines  which  Independents  loi^e. 

INear  the  close  of  his  communication,  the  Member  of  Pres- 
bytery inquires  thus — "But  does  this  member  of  the  Indepen- 
dents really  desire  friendly  relations  to  be  established  7  Know- 
ing that  I  had  already  expressed,  not  only  an  honest  desire, 
but  my  earnest  and  anxious  wishes  that  old  animosities  should 
be  buried,  and  that  intercommunion  and  friendship  should  be 
speedily  brought  about,  and  that  it  should  be  perpetuated  be- 
tween the  two  Societies,  on  the  basis  of  a  cordial  agreement  of 
heart  and  mind  in  the  grand  and  radical  doctrines  of  the  Bible 
— he  "therefore  will  not  contradict  me ;"  but  by  telling  his 
reader  so,  shows  that  he  would  have  it  understood,  that  he 
thinks  me  insincere  and  deserving  of  contradiction  ;  and  this 
is  still  the  more  evident  from  his  next  question,  when  taken  in 
connection  with  the  declaration  made  at  the  end  of  it,  thus — 
"But  why  then  is  he  throwing  difficulties  in  the  way — diffi- 
culties having  no  existence  in  fact,  and  unsupported  by  evi- 
dence ?  I  understand  him  not."  Were  I  here  to  repeat  what  I 
had  said  in  regard  to  my  wish  to  see  the  two  Churches  meet 
in  fellowship  and  intercommunion,  I  suppose  the  brother  who 
so  formally  declared  his  unwillingness  to  contradict  what  I 
had  once  affirmed^  would,  in  all  probability,  choose  to  with- 
hold from  it  his  confidence,  should  it  be  repeated  to  him  a  se- 
cond time  ;  I  shall  therefore  be  careful  to  put  neither  him  nor 
myself  to  farther  trouble,  for  the  sake  of  relieving  his  mind 
from  scruples  on  that  point,  because  I  feel  that  to  be  judged  by 
him,  is  a  very  small  matter. 

As  to  the  difficulties  which  the  Member  charges  me  with 
throwing  in  the  way,  I  have  simply  to  remark,  for  the  sake  of 
general  satisfaction,  that  neither  in  design  nor  in  fact^  have 
I  been  guilty  of  so  doing.  I  have  an  abiding  confidence, 
that  what  I  liave  stated  concerning  the  Independents  and  their 
doctrines,  is  true,  namely,  that  the  Church  has  never  at  any 
time,  either  expressly  or  virtually,  abandoned  her  original 
doctrines;  and  when,  through  the  medium  of  the  Observer, 
I  at  the  first  ventured,  in  discharge  of  what  I  felt  to  be  a  sol- 
emn duty,  to  hold  up  this  fact  to  public  notice,  with  the  view 
at  once  to  correct  the  mistake  into  which  Bethel  Presbytery 
had  fallen — to  prevent  the  public  at  large  from  being  led  into 
the  same  error  by  means  of  the  Presbytery's  publication — and 
to  hold  the  Independent  Church  amenable  at  the  bar  of  her 
real  responsibilities,  as  I  had  not  the  most  latent  wish  to  pre- 
sent obstructions,  neither  had  I  the  most  distant  idea  that  my 
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conduct  in  the  ca^e,  could  be  construed  into  an  eftbrt  to  throw 
difficulties  in  the  way  of  accommodation  and  friendship  be- 
tween the  two  parties.  No,  I  have  been  long  the  earnest  ad- 
vocate for  friendship — iiave,  in  days  by-gone,  stood,  associated 
with  others  of  my  brethren,  at  the  court-doors  of  Bethel  Pres- 
bytery, as  an  Jnimhle  imtitioner  for  friendship,  and  for  friend- 
ship— open,  honorable,  and  holy  friendship,  I  am  solicitous 
still ;  but  that  friendship  must  flow  andreflow  in  the  channel 
which  truth  and  facts  have  prepared  for  it,  else  it  will  not, 
cannot  find  its  way  to  us,  for  no  other  channel  could  be  either 
safe  or  permanent.  I  am  happy  to  believe,  and  am  not  afraid 
to  affirm,  that  this  channel  of  brotherly  intercourse,  free  from 
obstructions,  lies  open  between  the  twodenominations,  and  in- 
vites them  to  mingle  the  affection  of  their  hearts,  and  the  har- 
mony of  their  efforts  in  the  cause  of  the  Redeemer — which 
channel  of  peaceful  communication  is  marked  out,  by  an  ac- 
knowledged attachment,  on  both  sides,  to  the  grand  doctrinal 
pillars  in  the  scheme  of  salvation,  as  also  to  the  leading  and 
characteristic  articles  among  the  non-essential  points  in  Divin- 
ity, and  to  the  command  to  exercise  a  spirit  of  mutual  forbear- 
ance in  differences  on  matters  of  minor  importance.  Here 
then  is  an  open,  and  as  I  believe,  a  Scriptural  way  for  the 
footsteps  of  friendship  ;  nor  have  I  at  any  time  thrown  a  dif- 
ficulty across  it.  But  to  have  suffered  the  Presbytery  to  de- 
clare to  the  world,  that  our  Church  had  renounced  her  origi- 
nal doctrines,  and  silently  to  have  permitted  our  brethren  to 
proceed  uncorrected,  and  through  our  tacit  acknowledgment^ 
to  have  allowed  them  to  claim  and  declare  that  renouncement 
as  the  ground  on  which  we  had  met  in  the  settlement  of 
friendly  relations,  would  on  our  part,  have  been  a  disre- 
gard to  facts  and  a  sacrifice  of  truth,  for  which  I  trust, 
highly  as  we  value  and  ardently  as  we  desire  friendship,  nei- 
ther I  nor  the  Independent  people  will  ever  be  prepared.  But 
I  had  not  dreamed  that  to  call  our  brethren  from  the  wrong 
road^  was  throwing  difficulties  in  the  right  one. 

In  conclusion,  I  feel  the  fullest  assurance  that  the  Indepen- 
dent Church  stands  prepared  at  all  times,  to  meet  and  dwell 
with  their  brethren  of  the  Presbytery,  in  the  bonds  of  Chris- 
tian love  and  fellowship,  whenever  the  terms  of  amity  and  in- 
tercommunion are  placed  on  a  foundation,  that  will  not  invade 
the  purity  and  peace  of  a  good  conscience.  But  I  appeal  to 
the  intelligence  and  candourof  every  good  man,  whether,  un- 
less Independents  be  alike  devoid  of  common  sense — of  a  re- 
gard for  truth — and  of  the  fear  of  God,  it  would  be  possible  for 
them  to  concede  the  ground  assumed  by  the  Presbytery  ?  Were 
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the  condition  of  our  ecclesiastical  recognition,  an  acknowledg- 
ment by  us,  that  we  see  without  eyes — breathe  without  lungs 
and  walk  without  feet,  it  could  be  no  harder,  than  to  ratify  the 
terms  of  intercommunion  and  fellowship,  by  acknowledging  a 
renouncement  which  we  had  never  made.  But  it  may  be  re- 
plied, the  Presbytery  ask  of  your  church  no  such  acknow- 
ledgment ;  all  they  ask  is,  that  you  and  your  church  hold 
your  peace,  and  let  them  pursue  their  own  course  in  the  ad- 
justment of  all  difficulties,  and  in  settling  the  basis  on  which 
an  accommodation  ought  to  be  effected,  secure  of  your  inter- 
ference. I  answer,  kind  indeed  ;  but  would  not  the  approach 
of  Independents  to  the  communion-table  in  the  Presbyterian 
Church  be  (as  the  Presbytery  have  settled  the  matter)  to  all 
intents,  an  acknowledgment  on  their  part,  that  they  had  indeed 
renounced  the  doctrines  in  dispute,  inasmuch  as  that^>ery  re- 
nouncement had  been  made  the  sole  condition,  on  which  the 
door  of  admission  to  the  Lords  table  was  open  to  them  in  that 
church  ?  And  would  not  the  solemn  act  of  such  communi- 
cants be  taken  and  plead  in  evidence  on  the  subject?  Hence 
it  must  be  plain,  that  hy  the  ground  they  have  taken,  our 
brethren  have  (and  as  I  trust  unwarily)  placed  obstacles  in  the 
way  of  that  friendly  intercourse  which  they  professed  to  be 
desirous  of  opening  between  themselves  and  the  Independent 
Church.  If  it  be  asked,  how  can  this  unhappy  mistake  be 
corrected,  so  as  in  the  end  to  secure  the  wished  for  object,  I 
simply  reply,  if  the  Presbyterian  brethren  really  desire  friend- 
ly relations  to  be  established  between  them  and  the  Indepen- 
dents, the  way  is  short  and  plain,  and  they  will  soon  be  in  it, 
namely,  let  them  relinquish  their  present  unfortunate  position, 
and  take  the  Church  as  they  find  it  in  the  hand  of  God  and  of 
facts,  or  not  at  all.  Should  they  thus  approach  us  with  the 
olive  branch,  Independents  will  leap  with  joy  to  the  embrace 
of  their  brethren.  If  they  will  not ^  we  must  feel  ourselves 
constrained  to  stand  still,  and  to  wait  in  the  spirit  of  prayer 
and  of  kindness,  and  with  doors  and  hearts  open  to  them,  un- 
til the  auspicious  day  arrive,  when  the  terms  of  our  sin- 
cere and  holy  amity  shall  reach,  and  be  established  forever, 
upon  a  foundation  which  will  compromise  no  sacred  right  of 
conscience — no  fundamental  truth  of  revelation — no  princi- 
ple of  religious  honor.  Such  are  my  views  as  an  individual ; 
and  I  add  finally,  should  the  humble,  sincere,  and  long  cher- 
ished wishes  of  the  Independent  people  on  the  subject,  be  ulti- 
mately defeated,  the  fault  will  be  neither  theirs  nor  mine  ;  and 
and  this  I  trust  will  be  distinctly  understood  by  the  Public, 
1  bid  my  Reader  and  the  Public  at  large,  adieu  ! 

An  Independent  Presbyterian. 


